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city of San Francisco, and to repeal an act entitled “An act to
refer the claim of Jessie Benton Frémont to certain lands and
improvements thereon in San Francisco, Cal, to the Court of
Claims,” approved February 10, 1893—to the Committee on
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12168) to reimburse the city and county of
San Francisco, State of California, for moneys paid by said city
and county to various persons upon judgment claims recovered
by them against said city and county for inflicted to
their property by soldiers of the United States Army—to the
Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12169) to resubmit claim of James Q. Shir-
ley and the estate of Francis De Long, deceased, to the Court of
Claims, with instruction to enter judgment on the findings and
return same to Congress—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. McLACHLAN of California: A bill (H. R. 12170)
granting an increase of pension to John A. Young—to the Com-
mittee on Imvalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12171) granting a pension to James Me-.

Ginty—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 12172) granting
an increase of pension to Charlotte M. Boyd—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WANGER: A bill (H. R. 12173) granting a pension
to Rebecea T. Winter—to the Committee on Pensions.

—

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. DAWSON : Petition of Iowa State Retail Merchants’
Association, favering amendment to the internal-revenue laws
relative to tax on oleomargarine—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of E. 8. Davidson, of De Kalb,
]I&]., for a duty on thorinm—to the Committee on Ways and
eans, i
Also, petition of Emmerson Manufacturing Company, of Rock-
ford, Ill., relative to the corporation-tax amendment to H. R.

1438—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Chicago Butter and Egg Board, for reduc-
tion of duties on butter, cheese, and eggs—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of David Hill, of Dundee, Ill,, favoring $2 per
thousand on evergreen seedlings—to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. SABATH: Petition of the Chicago Butter and Egg
Board, favoring reduction of duty on butter, cheese, and eggs—
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

SENATE.

Turspay, August 3, 1909.

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D.
The VICE-PRESIDENT resumed the chair.
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and ap-
proved.
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a petition of the Chamber
of Commerce of Spokane, Wash., praying that jute grain bags
be placed on the free list, which was referred to the Committee
on Finance,

Mr. CULLOM presented a petition of the Chamber of Com-
merce of the State of New York, praying that an appropriation
of $300,000 be made to enable the United States fittingly to par-
ticipate in the international exposition to be held at Brussels,
Belgium, in 1910, which was referred to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

Mr, JONES presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce
of Spokane, Wash., praying that jute grain bags be placed on the
free list, which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

BEET-SUGAR INDUSTRY.

On motion of Mr, CurTtis it was

Ordered, That 1,000 copies of Senate Document No. 22, Sixty-first
Congress, first session, be printed for the use of the Senate document
room,

COTTON BAGGING.

Mr. CULBERSON. DMr. President, the morning papers state
that there will be presented at an early day a resolution to
amend the pending tariff measure. Presently I will propose an
ﬂ::mdment to that resolution putting cotton bagging on the free

t.
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INFORMATION

GPO,

The Senate several weeks ago, a8 I think in the utmost good
faith, placed cotton bagging on the free list, putting it on a
par with the binding twine used by the western farmers. In
the conference that amendment of the Senate has been stricken
out; and if we may judge from the public press, it was done in
the interest of one of two manufacturing companies in this
country which hold a monopoly of the manufacture of cotton

I believe the Senate conferees acted in good faith in endeav-
oring to put cotton bagging on the free list; and to place it now
on the dutiable list under the circumstances, in my judgment,
presents the most striking incident of rank and diseriminating
injustice to a whole people which is contained in the bill.

I propose this amendment in order that the injustice may be
rectified, as I believe the Senate will attempt to do. I ask that
the amendment be printed and lie on the table.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, that order will
be made.

THE TARIFF,

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President——

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the conference report be laid be-
fore the Senate. -

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes. :

Mr. CLAPP. 1 desire the attention of the chairman of the
Committee on Finance for a moment.
© Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Minnesota
yield to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. CLAPP. Certainly.

Mr. BRISTOW. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. CLAPP. No; my question has nothing to do with the
presence of a quorum.

Mr. BRISTOW. I think we ought to have a quorum of the
Senate here to consider the report.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kansas suggests
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. CLAPP. I wish to call the attention of the committee to
a matter connected with this proposed joint resolution. How-
ever, I will defer it.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators :an-
swered to their names:

Aldrich Clay Flint Page
Bailey Crane Foster Paynter
Beveridge Crawford Frazier Penrose
-Brandegee Culberson F;?lm Perkins
Diristow Cullom Gallinger Root
Brown Cummins Gamble Scott
Bulkeley Curtis Heyburn Smoot
Burnham Daniel Hughes Stephenson
Burrows Dick Johnson, N. Dak, Stone
Burton Dillingham Jones Sutherland
Chamberlain Dixon ean Warren
Clapg Dolliver MecLaurin

Clark, Wyo. Fletcher Nelson

Mr. JONES. My colleagne [Mr. Prres] is necessariy de-
tained from the Chamber this morning on departmental busi-

ness.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Fifty Senators have answered to
the roll call. A quorum of the Senate is present. The Senate
will receive a message from the House of Representatives.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W, J.
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had
passed a bill (H. R. 6277) to authorize the building of a dam
across the Savannah River at or near the mouth of Stevens
Creek, between the counties of Edgefield, 8. C., and Columbia,
Ga., in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

SAVANNAH RIVER DAM.

Mr. BAILEY. If the Senator from Minnesota will yield for
a moment, I should like to ask unanimous consent for the pres-
ent consideration of the bill which has just come from the
other House.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota
yield?

Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure. »

Mr. BAILEY. There is an identical bill reported unani-
mously from the Committee on Commeree, and I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of the House bill.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair lays the bill before the
Senate, and the Senator from Texas asks unanimous consent
for its present consideration.
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The bill (H. R. 6277) to authorize the building of a dam
across the Savannah River at or near the mouth of Stevens
Creek, between the counties of Edgefield, 8. €., and Columbia,
Ga., was read the first time by its title and the second time at
length, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That J. L. Hankinson, N. B. Dial, and their asso-
clates, their successors and assigns, be, and they are hereby, authorized
to cousiruct, maintain, and operate a dam across the Savannah River
at or near the mounth of Stevens Creek, between the counties of Edge-
fieid, 8. ., and Columbia, Ga., in accordance with the provislons of an
act eatitled “An act to regulate the construction of dams across navi-
gable waters,” approved June 21, 1906.

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com-
mittee of the Whole,

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. FRYE. I ask unanimous consent that the bill (8. 2179)
to authorize and empower J. L. Hankinson, N. B. Dial, and their
associates, successors, and assigns to construct a dam, being the
Senate bill on the same subject, which was reported from the
Committee on Commerce on July 16, be indefinitely postponed.

The VICE-PRESIDENT., Without objection, it will be so
ordered.

THE TARIFF.

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I desire to call the attention of
the chairman of the Committee on Finance, and also of the
junior Senator from New York [Mr. Roor], to the suggestion
which I am about to make. In view of what appears in the
morning press, it is proposed to modify the conference report
by a joint resolution correcting some mistake, omission, or
something in the report. :

1 desire to call attention to the fact that in our relations with
foreign countries we have a provision in most of our treaties
which allows from six months to a year's notice for the abro-
gation of a commercial treaty. In this bill the conferees, in-
advertently, I believe, have provided that where there is no
provision in the agreement there shall be six months’ notice,
and that that notice shall date from the 30th day of April.

Over three months of the notice time as declared by the
statute to be enacted have already elapsed. When we take into
account some features of the bill with reference to our trade
relations with France, it does seem to me that this is a dis-
crimination with reference to that country which I do not
believe the committee intended to make. I suggest that if the
report is to be modified by a joint resolution, the attention of
the committee being called to this faet, it may be corrected.

When the joint resolution comes up I shall have an amend-
ment in addition to this to offer to the proposed joint resolu-
tion. I do not propose to offer any amendment as to this com-
mereial matter, because it is so clearly within the province of
the Finance Committee that I Dbelieve the committee itself,
seeing the force of the suggestion, will formulate its own
amendment.

Mr., ALDRICH. I will say that notice has already been
given. Notice was given nearly three months ago to France
and all the other nations with which the United States has
agreements of this nature of the termination of those agree-
ments. So the Government of France has already had notice.

Mr. CLAPP. Then I want to make a suggestion to the chair-
man. I am speaking now from memory, for it has been some
days since I read the provisions of the report, but the report
provides as to those nations with which we have a provision
terminating the engagement that the notice shall be given with-
in ten days after the passage of this law and its approval. I
call the attention of the junior Senator from New York to it
and ask for his memory as to the correctness of that statement.

Mr. ALDRICH. This provision has been carefully gone over
by the State Department and the parties interested, and the
form in which it is in the conference report, I think, is satis-
factory to all.

Mr. CLAPP. In view of conversations I have had, not with
members of the committee but Members of the Senate, who
arein an advisory relationship to the committee, especially npon
these foreign questions, T am somewhat surprised to know that
this question was gone over and purposely decided in the man-
ner in which it appears it has been decided, for, discuss it as
you may, it imposes less than a three months' actual notice
when, by its terms, notwithstanding the notices which have
been given as to the nations with whom we have the agreement,
the notice is to be given within ten days after the passage of

the law.
discuss it.

Mr. ALDRICH. I suppose the Senator from Minnesota is
aware that there is no notice whatever in the French agree-
ment,

Mr, CLAPP. The point I am making is that with these other
nations it is six months or a year, and yet with France we pro-
pose to give them less than three months.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
conference report.

Mr, NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I have just come into the
Chamber, and I do not know what the status of the business is,
I understood the Chair to be putting the question as to agree-
ing to the conference report.

Mr. CULLOM. The question is on agreeing to the report.

Mr. NEWLANDS., Myr. President, I wish to make some in-
quiry of the chairman of the Finance Committee before that
question is put.

I will state to the chairman that the bill as it passed the
Senate provided under the maximum and minimum clause as
follows:

To secure information to assist the President in the-discharge of the
duties imposed upon him b{ this section, and information which will
be useful to Congress in tariff legislation and to the officers of the Gov-
ernment in the administration of the customs laws, the President is
hereby . authorized to employ such persons as may be required to make
thorough investigations and examinations into the E!mduction, commerce,

and trade of the United States amd foreign countries, and all conditions
affecting the same.

The Senator will recall that when that provision was before
the Senate an amendment was offered to it, first by the Senator
from Texas, who proposed that this so-called * commission™ to
be appointed by the President should be a bipartisan commis-
sion. An objection was made by the chairman of the Finance
Committee to the injection of partisanship into the commission.
In his debate upon that subject he referred to these appointees
of the President as a “ commission.” No objection whatever was
made at that time to empowering the President of the United
States to secure the information which would be useful to Con-
gress in tariff Jegislation and to make thorough investigations
and examinations into the production, commerce, and trade of
the TUnited States and foreign countries. The amendment of the
Senator from Texas was beaten. ‘

TLater on an amendment was offered by the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. Dorriver] providing for a tariff commission, and provid-
ing in detail for its powers. The objection was then made by
members of the Finance Committee, particularly by the Sena-
tor from North Dakota [Mr. McCumBer], representing that
committee, that the ground was fully covered by the amend-
ment offered by the committee regarding the maximum and
minimum clauses, and covered more broadly and comprehen-
sively than by the amendment of the Senator from Iowa. A
vote was taken and that amendment was beaten by only 5 votes.
I assume that if it had not been for the assurance of the
Finance Committee that this section amply covered all the re-
quirements of a tariff commission, so far as the securing of in-
formation and the ascertaining of the difference of cost in pro-
duction was concerned, the Senate would have forced upon the
bill a provision fur a tariff commission—not such a commis-
sion, perhaps, as I personally would have wished, a commission
acting decisively in the reduction of excessive duties under a
rule fixed by Congress to a standard fixed by such rule, but a
commission securing information which would aid the DPresi-
dent of the United States in his recommendations, and Con-
gress in its deliberations, concerning tariff legislation.

I wish to ask the Senator from Rhode Island, whose atten-
tion thus far I fear I have not been able to secure, though I
solicited it when I rose, how comes it that the conference com-
mittee has absolutely emasculated every provision that enables
the appointees of the President to secure information useful to
Congress in tariff legislation; and I ask him how comes it that
the provision is stricken out from the conference report provid-
ing for a thorough investigation and examination into the pro-
duction, commerce, and trade of the United States and foreign
countries and all conditions affecting the same? May I ask an
answer from the Senator from Ithode Island to this question.

Mr. ALDRICH. What was the question? I beg the Senafor's
pardon.

Mr. NEWLANDS. The question which F have asked——

Mr. ALDRICH. How it happened that the change was made?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes

Mr. ALDRICH. The conferees were not able o agree upon
any other language. The House conferees objected to the Sen-
ate provision.

Mr. NEWLANDS. May I ask whether the objection came
from the House conferees or from the body of the Senate con-
ferees itself?

I have called attention to it, and I do not desire to
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Mr. ALDRICH. That seems to be an unnecessary question.
It must have come from the House, of course, from the parlia-
mentary status of the provision.

Mr. NEWLANDS. But I asked the question, and I should
like to have an answer.

Mr, ALDRICH. It goes without saying, I think, that the
House conferees must have objected to the provision.

Mr. NEWLANDS. The Senator says, ““ It goes without say-
ing, I think.”

Mr. ALDRICH. Then I will say——

Mr. NEWLANDS. The Senator's expression indicates a
doubt.

Mr. ALDRICH. Then, if it will be more satisfactory to the
Senator from Nevada, I will say that the House conferees
objected to the provision in toto. They proposed to stirike it
out.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Was that acquiesced in by the corferees
on the part of the Senate?

Mr. ALDRICH. The inclusion of the words was a compro-
mise between the two Houses. I will say to the Senator from
Nevada, of course with due deference to his judgment to the
contrary, that the provision contained in the bill itself is
even broader than it was in the Senate, in my judgment. It
allows the President to employ whoever he pleases without
limit and to assign such duties to them as he sees fit within the
limitation of the maximum and minimum provisions and to
assist the customs officers in the discharge of their duties. Now,
these two purposes, especially the latter, cover every conceivable
question that is covered by tariff legislation.

Mr. NEWLANDS., May I ask the Senator whether the pro-
vision as it comes from the conferees and is contained in the
conference report will warrant the President in appointing
men who will inquire into and ascertain the difference in the
cost of production at home and abroad of the articles covered
by the tariff?

Mr. ALDRICH. Unquestionably it will, for the reason that
under the law, as it will pass in a few days, I hope, the home
valuation as well as the foreign valuation of goods is a matter
which has to be determined by the customs officers, and that in-
volves, of course, all collateral questions. I have no doubt
myself that the provision as it now stands is, as I have already
stated, even broader than the provision which passed the
Senate.

I am quite willing to say, however, that so far as I was con-
cerned, and so far as the Senate conferees were concerned, we
fried our best to have the language kept in as it passed this
body.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator from Nevada permit me
to ask a question of the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then the Senator from Rhode Island
differs in his interpretation from the interpretation given by
the Senator from Maine [Mr. Hare] the other day when the
deficiency appropriation bill was being passed.

Mr. NEWLANDS. That is the question I was about to ask
the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. ALDRICH. I did not happen to be present when the
Senator from Maine made a statement on the subject, but I am
stating my own views, which are clearly carried out, in my
judgment, by the language used in the act.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I am very much gratified to receive this
assurance from the Senator from Rhode Island, and it does
great credit to his good faith and to his maintenance of his
obligations to this body.

I wish to say that I have been somewhat distrustful about
this matter because of the aetion of the Senator from Maine,
referred to by the Senator from Indiana in the debate upon
the amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA For-
LETTE]—the tariff commission amendment.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think I can say, without betraying the
confidence of the President, that the views which I entertain
are also the views entertained by the President of the United
States.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I am glad to know that. I already knew
that the President was in favor of ascertaining honestly and
fairly the difference in the cost of production at home and
abroad, such aseertainment to be made by competent men, im-
partial men, who could act judicially upon this important ques-
tion and not according to the methods now prevailing in Con-
gress—methods of trade, and bargain, and barter.

Mr. CLAPP. Will the Senator pardon an interruption?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly.

Mr. CLAPP. I should like to ask the Senator from Rhode
Island if there is any provision in the bill which authorizes the

President under any circumstaneces to take any action with ref-
erence to the rates in the bill where that action is based upon
the difference in the cost of production here and abroad? The
Senator need not worry himself, because we all know there is
no such provision in the bill.

Mr. ALDRICH. Then it is not pertinent.

Mr. CLAPP. Perhaps not. I think I will suggest a little
pertinency about it. I want to suggest that the power and
scope of the examination is limited to securing information te
assist the President in the discharge of the duties imposed upon
him by this section, and the officers of the Government in the
administration of the eustoms laws.

The Fresident is hereby authorized to employ such persons as may be
required.

I shouid like to ask the Senator from Nevada if he accepts
under that limitation the answer that it authorizes an inguiry
into what the Senator from Nevada and every Senator who
stands upon the platform of a tariff representing the difference
in the cost of production desires to have covered? That is
limited to investigation and information relating to the duties
imposed by this law upon the President and no more, and the
duty of ascertaining the difference in the cost of production is
not imposed by this law.

Mr. ALDRICH. Myr. President——

Mr. NEWLANDS. The Senator from Minnesota has put to
me a question, and I will yield to the Senator from Rhode
Island in & moment. I wish to state that the language of this
conference report does not, in my judgment, bear the construc-
tion put upon it by the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. CLAPP. Exactly.

Mr. NEWLANDS. But I am glad to know that the Senator
from Rhode Island, powerful as he is in legislation in this
body, takes that construction, for I know that when he gives
an assurance to this body he will act upon it. I know that
when an appropriation bill comes into this body appropriating
money for the expenses of such an inquiry the Senator from
Rhode Island will sustain it; and whilst this provision does
the Senator from Rhode Island does put this construction upon
it, and that legislation will follow that will carry out the terms
not go as far as I would wish, and does not in my judgment
carry the construction put upon it by the Senator from Rhode
Island, I am glad to know in the last stages of the bill that
of the conference report and the construction put npon it by
the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. ALDRICH. If the Senator from Nevada will yield to me
for a moment, I think he will be convinced himself, upon con-
sideration, that no other construction than that which I have
placed upon it can be put upon it. It is fo assist the officers of
the United States in the collections of revenue. That is net
the exact language used, but that is the purport of it; and it
means this: The revenue officers of the United States have a
great variety of duties in connection with the tariff and the
collection of duties. The most important of those are, first, to
ascertain foreign values, Involved in that by the plain terms
of the law is the cost of foreign production of the articles
named upon which duties are to be assessed. The question of
the determination of foreign values and the foreign cost of pro-
duction are the most important duties, I repeat, that are given
to customs officers. By this act new duties are assigned to
them to find out the value of articles in this country, both of
foreign and domestic production. This involves the whole ques-
tion which anybody has asked in connection with the persons fo
be employed by the President.

So I have no question whatever but that every conceivable
question that eould have been covered by the language used in
the Senate provision is covered equally by the language now
used, and there is no limitation. The words used by the Senate
in their provision were words of limitation and not words of
enlargement. In my judgment, the provision is broader than
the original provision.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Well, Mr. President I am very glad to
have the assurance of the Senator from Rhode Island, but I will
ask him one further question. His associate upon the Finance
Committee, the Senator from Maine [Mr. Harg], is the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee. We know how powerful the
chairman of that committee is in legislation. Does the Senator
from Rhode Island think, after the expressions of the Senator
from Maine upen the amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. La Forrerte] that he will stand by and favor the appropri-
ations that will be necessary to enable the President of the
United States to carry out this important function?

Mr. ALDRICH. I am not authorized to speak for the Sen-
ator from Maine upon this subjeet. The views of the Senator
from Maine, I realize, are different from my own with regard
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to this whole subject. But I will say to the Senator from Ne-
vada that, so far as I am concerned, both in my official capacity
as chairman of the Finance Committee and as a Member of this
body, I shall use every effort that is in my power, and I have
1o doubt it will be successful, to have every appropriation made
which the President requires to carry out this policy in good
faith.

Mr. NEWLANDS. The assurance of the Senator from Rhode
Island as to his personal action given upon this floor is, of
course, sufficient for any of us, but he will pardon us if we can
not accept his expression of assurance relating to others.
Whilst his construction may be the correct construction, and
whilst he individually may adhere to it, the expressions and the
action of the Senator from Maine indicate that he will not aec-
cept the Senator’s construction. The action of the House con-
ferees indicates that they will not accept it, and the action of
the Senate conferees in yielding to the House conferees would
indicate that they are not zealous advocates of the policy of
enabling an ascertainment by scientific methods of the differen-
tial in the cost of production——

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. NDS. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. Just at this point I wish the Senator from
Rhode Island to be a little more definite with respect to the
policy of which he speaks. What is the policy the Senator from
Rhode Island believes ought to be ecarried out and for which he
will use his influence? I should like during the course of the
debate to hear from the Senator from Rhode Island upon that
point,

As I understand the matter, it was originally proposed that
this body of men should undertake an examination relating to
the cost of production of competitive articles at home and
abroad for the information of Congress, in addition to their
duties, which were to assist the President in applying the maxi-
mum and minimum features of the act. The conference com-
mittee eliminated all that part of the bill which caused that in-
formation to be furnished to Congress, and completely divorces
Congress from this body of men,

I know when the appropriation bill was before the Senate
the senior Senator from Maine [Mr. HArrl, in answer to an
inquiry by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA ForLLETTE],
said:

1 may say that the action was invoked only this morning,
there hns been nothing known until late about the tariff b?ﬁ. I con-
ferred with the President, in order to learn for what purposes this
sum of $100,000 would be required. It will be retlmlred for the very
important, sometimes critical, negotiations that will bave to be entered
into during the next year touching the maximum and minimum tariff
provisions.

He proceeds in the same strain; and that is in entire harmony
with the language of the bill as it comes from the conference
committee.

I understand that it is part of the duty of the customs de-
partment to ascertain the value of articles abroad in order to
apply ad valorem duties to invoices; but what I should like to
know is whether the policy which the Senator from Rhode
Island suggests is that some body of men shall undertake the
investigation of the cost of production at home and abroad in
order that we may change, if change be found necessary, the
duties that are imposed by this act upon imported products.

Mr. ALDRICH rose.

Mr. NEWLANDS,
Island for an answer.

Mr. ALDRICH. This is not a question about what my policy
will be with reference to this subject. These duties are given
by the bill to the President of the United States under certain
conditions. I have no question whatever but what the Presi-
dent, will earry out the provisions of the law in the utmost good
faith, and whatever the President thinks should be done to
carry out the provisions of the maximum and minimum clauses
of the act, or with reference to anything which will aid the
customs officers in the discharge of their duties, I have no doubt
the inquiries will be made, and made in good faith. I have no
question about that whatever. But the question about what I
would do if I were President is not a supposable case.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I have been answered, I
ithink, fairly,-becanse now it appears that the policy which was
mentioned a few moments ago, and to which the Senator from
Ithode Island [Myr. Arprice] commits himself, relates solely
to the administration of this law. I have no doubt the Presi-
dent will do the work committed to him wisely, and I am very
mueh in favor of the appropriation that has already been
passed by the Senate, but I thought there might be some confu-
slon with regard to policy, The policy of administering this

because

I will yield to the Senator from Rhode

law is one thing; the policy of changing it is quite another.
What I want the Senate and the country to understand is,
whether it is proposed to go on now and make an investigation
for the purpose of applying the standards of the Republican
platform to import duties, and if in that investigation it be
found that these duties, or any of them, are either too high or
too low, that we shall proceed in due course to change them.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I would ask the Senator from Rhode
Island, Mr. President, whether, under the bill as it stands, it
will be in the power of the President, and within his ability, the
necessary funds being available, to inquire not only into the
cost of production abroad of articles covered by the tariff, but
also the cost of production at home of those articles?

Mr. ALDRICH. Clearly; I should say yes.

Mr. NEWLANDS. The Senator from Rhode Island, then, is
of the opinion that the President will not only have the power
to do that, but that the funds necessary to pay the expenses of
the inquiry will be forthcoming?

Mr. ALDRICH. I can not understand how Congress would
refuse to make appropriations for a purpose for which they had
authorized the President to expend money.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Well, now, Mr, President, I think that the
Senator

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, the Senator from Nevada is
golicitous about investigations to ascertain the difference in the
cost of production abroad and in this country, and the Senator
from Rhode Island commits himself to the policy of making
that investigation and ascertainment. Of course there could
never be any doubt as to what the Senator from Rhode Island
would do about a matter of that kind. We have recently had a
shining example of his anxiety in that behalf that ought to
inspire us with absolute confidence as to his course in the
future. About two months ago a resolution was adopted by the
Senate, calling for the publication of a report made by the
German Government as to the cost of production in that
country. That report was sent by the German Government to
the Secretary of State and transmitted here by the President
at the call of the Senate. It was then referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance to be published under its supervision.
Several inquiries have been made of and several promises
made by the Senator from Rhode Island as to its forthcoming,
but up to this day the Senate has not been able to get that
report. So we may see with what swiftness the Senator from
Rhode Island will run to get the facts the Senator from Nevada
desires and which it is so important we should have, but which
we are never able to get.

Mr. ALDRICH. Is that the same report to which the Senator
from Missouri has referred several times in the Senate?

Mr. STONE. It is the same report.

Mr. ALDRICH. That report has been sent to the Govern-
ment Printing Office. I think the Government Printing Office
is very busy these days, but I have no doubt that we shall get
the report in due time.

Mr. NEWLANDS. May I ask when the report was sent to
the Government Printing Office?

Mr. ALDRICH. I can not say. The Senator from Nevada
can probably ascertain by asking the Printing Office, or perhaps
he can by——

Mr, STONE. The Senator from Rhode Island says he will go
down and get it in good time.

Mr. ALDRICH. No; I did not say that.

Mr. STONE. I suppose after Congress has adjourned.

Mr. ALDRICH. I said the Senate would get it undoubtedly
in good time.

Mr. STONE. Oh, well, at Christmas time.

Mr. KEAN. As a Christmas present.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I shall not endeavor to
exact from the Senator from Rhode Island any further state-
ment as to his construction of this provision or as to the power
and the ability of the President to take steps for the ascertain-
ment of the difference in the cost of production at home and
abroad, and to take steps to secure all the information, and,
according to the Senator’s statement, more than all the informa-
tion, ealled for by the bill as it passed the Senate. I can only
say that I fear that the Senator may not be so potential with
his associates as he will be with himself.

We already realize that among the Senate conferees themselves
there was one determined antagonist to the securing of this in-
formation in the Senator from Maine [Mr, HAaLE] ; that he doubt-
less opposed the action of the Senate in the conference commit-
tee itself and aided in the yielding of the Senate conferees to the
House insistence. We know that he is chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, that he is chairman of the committee
on committees of the Republican party in the Senate, that he is
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powerfual in legislation, and that he is powerful in party organi-
zation; and I fear very much that when the time comes for ac-
tion, to give the President the power that he desires and the
funds with which to make this inquiry, we shall find the Senator
from Maine standing like a stone wall against the march of
progress; that we shall also find the leading man in the House
of Representatives, the representative of everything that is ultra-
conservative and reactionary in legislation, standing like a stone
wall against it; that we shall find them appealing, in justifica-
tion of their action, to the letter and the words of the statute
which Congress has passed, and that the Senator from Maine
will refer to a warning given upon the floor of the Senate as to
his view of the desirable action regarding this investigation.
So, If T am satisfied with the construction placed by the Senator
from Rhode Island upon this provision, I am not satisfied to rely
upon that construction as indicative that his party and his party
organization and the men associated with him in power in the
Republican party will stand by him in that construetion and will
favor action pursuant to it.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the Senator from Nevada permit me
to agk him a question?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada
yield to the Senator from South Dakota?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. President, I notice that as this bill
passed the Senate the provision in question in section 2 reads
as follows:

To secure information to assist the President in the discharge of the
duties imposed upon him by this section, and information which will
be useful to Congress in tariff legislation, and to the officers of the
Government in the administration of the customs laws, the President
is hereby authorized to employ such persons as may be required to
make thorough investigations and examinations into the production,
commerce, and trade of the United States and foreign countries, and
all conditions affecting the same.

This language is found on page 355 of the bill. I find on

. page 430 that after this provision went through the conference
it came out as follows:

To secure information to assist the President in the discharge of the
duties Imﬂfsed upon him by this section, and the officers of the Gov-

ernment the administration of the customs laws, the President is
hereby authorized to employ such persons as may be required.

It is very evident to my mind that the people who changed
the langunage as it originally passed the Senate into the lan-
guage as it comes from the conference were not friendly to this
clause. I am satisfied that the changes were not made to
strengthen it. I for one believe that it was one of the most
important provisions in the bill as it passed the Senate; and I
believe that as it stands now, although the motive was undoubt-
edly to draw the teeth from it, it can still, if the opportunity is
furnished by an appropriation to carry it out, be made a very
f)otlent factor for use in the future in, reference to tariff legis-
ation,

In that connection I simply wish to make this suggestion to
the Senator from Nevada: If the appropriation of $100,000 in
the bill which the Senate has already passed, and which is
now pending in the other House, shall go through, and the
funds be placed at the disposal of the President, and if, under
this provision as it now comes from the conference committee he
shall employ experts to gather information for the purpose of
enabling him to execute the maximum and minimum provisions
of this law, after that information has been secured and is in
the possession of the executive department, ean the President
not use it at any time in sending a message to the Congress of
the United States in relation to tariff legislation, so that the
facts it contains can be ntilized in spite of the hostile effort made
by that committee to destroy its provisions? If so, should we
not support it as it stands here now?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, in reply to the Senator
from South Dakota, I have to say that if the President of the
United States, in the exercise of his powers under the maximum
and minimum clause, does obtain facts necessary for the in-
formation of Congress in order to ascertain the difference be-
tween the cost of production at home and abroad, it is doubt-
less within his power, under the power of recommendation con-
tained in the Constitution, to transmit that information to
Congress and to make his recommendations, What I fear is
that the funds put at his disposal will not be sufficient to ascer-
tain the cost of production abroad as well as at home; that his
first duty will be to ascertain the cost of production abroad;
and that that may be regarded as the only duty that devolves
upon him under the maximum and minimum clause, for it is
upon the value of the foreign article that the duty is imposed,
and not upon the value of the domestic article, and that hence
he may fail for want of funds to make this inquiry.

The Senator will recall the fact that Congress passed a bill
for the regulation of the railroads, giving the Interstate Com-

merce Commission the power to determine what should be a
reasonable rate. The Senator will recall that the Supreme
Court had determined that in ascertaining a reasonable rate it
was necessary fo take into consideration, among other consid-
erations, the value of the railroads; and the Senator knows
that thus far Congress has denied the Interstate Commerce
Commission either the power or the funds with which to make
this inquiry, and that it has hamstrung the Interstate Com-
merce Commission in the exercise of its functions. That bill
passed three years ago. The country has been demanding the
valuation of the railroads. The entire Democratic party, and,
if it were put to a vote of the RRepublican party, three-fourths
of the Republican party would stand for that as a just com-
pliance with the spirit of the interstate-commerce law, and yet
it has not been done, and it has not been done simply because
the reactionaries and ultraconservatives, to whom I have re-
ferred, who fought the interstate-commerce bill at every stage
and finally voted for it under the pressure of public opinion,
have denied to the Interstate Commerce Commission—and have
been sufficiently powerful here to make that denial effective—
the power even to ascertain an essential factor in rate deter-
mination.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr, President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada
¥ield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I feel impelled to inquire of
the Senator whether it is his judgment that this $100,000 is to
be expended for the purpose of ascertaining the difference be-
tween the cost of production at home and abroad? I supposed
that it was to be expended for the purpose of ascertaining condi-
tions upon which the maximum and minimum rates may be
applied, and for that purpose only, and I could not conceive
that the relative cost of production at home and abroad entered
into that at all.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I call the attention of the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Arpricun] to the construction put by the
Senator from Idaho [AMr. HeyBurN] upon this provision, en-
tirely at variance with his own. The Senator from Rhode
Island seeks to placate the sentiment of the Senate by an in-
sistence that the powers conferred by this provision as it stands
are larger than the powers as conferred by the bill when it
passed the Senate; and the Senator from Idaho arises and
insists that the powers of the President are restricted entirely
to the ascertainment of discriminations by foreign countries
against importations from this country, and that this provision
does not apply, and could not legally be applied, to the ascertain-
ment of the difference in the cost of production between this and
foreign countries. So here we have an illustration of the differ-
ence in opinion that will arise in the future upon this floor, the
Senator from Rhode Island taking one position and the Sen-
ator from Idalo aiding the Senator from Maine [Mr. Hare] in
taking another.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr, NEWLANDS. Certainly.

Mr. ALDRICH. I suppose the Senator from Nevada hardly
expects me to be responsible for all the present and prospective
Members of the Senate or of the House upon this question?

Mr. NEWLANDS. I do not.

Mr. ALDRICH. I stated simply my own views and the plain,
definite purport of the language used.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I do not hold the Senator responsible. If
I held him responsible and felt that he could meet the full
measire of the responsibility, I should not say another word,
for I know that when the Senator from Rlhode Island gives his
word upon this floor that that word is good.

Mr. HEYBURN. AMr. resident, I do not desire to interrupt
the flow of the Senator’s argument, but it seems to me that we
might reach an understanding, perhaps, by a little interchange
of question and answer.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. :

Mr. HEYBURN. To do what the Senator suggests—that is,
to ascertain the difference in the cost of production at home
and abroad, and so forth—simply means the establishment of a
running census board. It does not mean the performance of
any function that can be valuable in executing a law which has
the ordinary attributes of certainty. That is the reason I was
impelled to ask the question. It resolves itself down, as I un-
derstand, to the performance of the act of determination whether
and where conditions exist that authorize executive order that
will change schedule rates, and nothing else. Of course that
will require much money, and it ought to be provided for if we
establish the maximum and minimum rate.
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Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, if we could receive an as-
suranee from the dominant party that an ample appropriation
would be given for the purpose of ascertaining the difference in
the cost by a eapable and impartial tribunal, so far as I am con-
cerned, my argument would be at an end, although there are
many features of this bill to which I am opposed.

Mr. HEYBURN. If the Senator will permit me right there,
what is the object, after we pass a bill, in spending time and
money in determining that fact, except to the extent that a
census is useful? What other object can there be?

Mr. NEWLANDS. The purpose is to enable the President,
acting upon the findings of such a commission, to recommend to
Congress the reduction of the duties in this bill to the difference
in the cost of production at home and abroad, and enable him
and the party which he represents to carry out its solemn pledge
given to the people of the United States.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, does the Senator mean to in-
fer that the Senate is to waive its function of legislation and its
judgment and aceept the report of this commission or the recom-
mendations of the President as a substitute for its own intelli-
gence and responsibility? That is what it seems to amount to.

Mr, NEWLANDS. The Senate would waive nothing; Con-
gress would waive nothing; it could act favorably or unfavor-
ably, as it chose, upon the recommendation of the President; it
could accept or discard the information presented by this tri-
bunal. But there is a feeling throughout this country, shared
by ‘members of both parties, the unanimous judgment, almost,
of the American people, that the methods pursued by Congress in
ascertaining the facts are faulty and defective. They believe
that the cost of production here and the cost of production
abroad and the duty which is to represent the difference between
them can not be ascertained by a tribunal, acting as this has
acted, descending from its dignity as legislators, turning the
Senate into a market, each Senator behind his stall with his
goods, his shoes, his woolens, his cottons, insisting upon this
phase or that phase, this value or that value, and the bargain-
ing and the trade and the compromise attendant upon this
method of ascertainiug a fact.

The people are tired of this, and they themselves demand infor-
mation, and they demand that the President shall have the power
to obtain information for himself, and they demand that Congress
shall have the information. This provision in the Senate bill
was intended to secure that information and represented al-
most the unanimous judgment of the Senate, for but one voice
was raised against it, and that was the voice of the Senator
from Maine; and yet we find that Senator potential with bis
associates on the conference committee representing this body,
swinging his associates into compliance with the demands of
the House. We know how the conferees of the House were
selected, disregarding the usual rule, one of them interested
Jargely in one of the most important schedules in the bill, a
Member who said that it made him sweat blood whenever there
was any suggestion of a reduction in any degree of any of the
duties of the tariff.

I stand simply for the judgment of the Senate; and I say,
in view of the fact that the assurance given by the Senator
from Rhode Island is not accepted by his party associates, is
rejected by one of his associates here, and in view of the fact
that the gentlemen from the other House who have been so
potential in the conference will be opposed to any progressive
action upon this line, that we should reject this report, insist
upon the Senate provision as it stood, and center our fight
upon this provision; for, in my judgment, the whole fight of
the future will be centered upon this proposition, first ad-
vanced in the Senate by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. BEv-
KRIDGE]—a movement which has had a constantly increasing
momentum: and a movement which appeals to the reason, to
the fairness, and to the judgment of men. We should deter-
mine that some competent tribunal should inquire into these
questions of fact and give Congress and the President the in-
formation which they sadly need.

Now, Mr. President, I shall not weary the Senate with lengthy
remarks upon this subject. Most of my time has been taken up
with interruptions, to which I gladly yielded. T wish, however,
to refer to the debates which have taken place upon this subject
and to quote them. I shall not read at length the gquotations,
for they would weary the Senate. I shall simply ask permission
to print them, but I wish, in order to connect them together
with some logical sequence, to refer to the history of this move-
ment for a tariff commission.

Two years ago, if I recall the time aright, or about two years
ago, the Senator from Indiana made in this body a notable
speech urging a tariff commission for the ascertainment of facts.
His speech appealed to me, I spoke immediately following him

not only approving all that he had said, but insisting that Con-
gress should go further: should not only appoint a commission
for the purpose of securing information, but that it should also
give them the power to act under a rule laid down by Congress
in the reduction of tariff duties which exceeded the standard
called for by the dominant party, giving such a commission a
power analogous to that now enjoyed by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission regarding railroad rates,

That commission first had the power practically only of rec-
ommendation, but it has been enlarged by Congress until it
now has the power to fix a rate according to a rule Iaid down by
Congress. The power to fix interstate rates is just as much a
legislative function as the power to fix customs duties. Yet Con-
gress, because of the magnitude of the transactions, because of
the magnitude of the inquiry, because of the inability of a great
body of this kind to determine matters of fact, not only or-
ganized that commission with the power to ascertain the facts,
but the power to give those facts effect under a rule Inid down
by Congress.

Since this question has been discussed in this body some of
its Members have accepted this view. I believe in the end it will
be the prevailing view, but I can not hope that that view will
ripen into immediate legislation. But there is one thing upon
which the mind of the Senate itself is fixed, as expressed in this
very provision which passed the Senate, and that is that the
President should have the power to select a tribunal with full
power to inquire into the facts, so that those facts can be useful
to Congress in its legislation and useful to the President in his
power of recommendation.

Mz, President, in view of that history, I refer to the history
of this debate regarding the commission question. When the
minimum and maximum clause, containing this provision,
framed by the Finance Committee and giving the powers of ex-
amination, with a view to securing. information useful to Con-
gress and useful to the President, was up, the Senator from
Texas moved that the commission be a bipartisan commission,
that it be composed of seven members, not more than four of
whom should belong to any one party. That matter was dis-
cussed, and the Senator from Rhode Island argued against it,
insisting that partisanship should not enter into the question
at all, that economists only should be called into it, and they
should not be divided upon party lines. The Senator from
New York also opposed it on the spme grounds. No expres-
sion was made in that debate against the necessity of securing
this information and the advisability of securing it, and the
amendment of the Senator from Texas was beaten upon the
argument presented against if, that it presented partisan fen-
tures, that the inquiry ounght to be an economic inguiry, in
which politics should cut no figure. I shall ask to insert in
the Recomp certain quotations from portions of the debate.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request?
The Chair hears none.

The matter referred to is as follows:

[From the CoXGrEssioxaL Recomrp of July 3, 1000.]

Mr. AvpricH., Mr. President, this is not intended to Le a partisan
or a partisan commissi It is intended to assist the President in
carrying out the work that is assigned to him by the provisions of this
section. It is also intended that they shall examine all guestions per-
taining to tariff matters and the products of foreign countries, so that
they may have expert knowledge in regard to discriminations. For that

pose they will need to be acquainted with Industrial conditions in
E‘irs country and in other countries.

1t is not intended that this shall be a partisan or a nonpartisan com-
mission, as I stated before. The President will take the wvery best men
he can get, without reference to where they live or as to what their
party associations are, —

I think we can safely leave the matter to the President of the United
States, who has the ms[tlonsibillty upon him of discharging his duty in
this regard. I believe It is much wiser to do that than it would be to
undertnke to regulate the number of these persons, or their political
affiliations, or the salaries that shail be paid them. I think money will
be saved to the Government by adopting the course suggested by the
committee.

- L - L - - -

Mr. Bacox. If the Senator will pardon me a moment, I should llke
to draw his attention to the fact that the amendment proposes that
these appointees—whatever name may be properly given to them—
shall not only gather information for the benefit of the I'resident in
determining what shall be done under the powers given him under the
amendment, but shall gather information which will be useful to
Congress. in tariff legislation.

Mr. ArpricH. Unguestionably.

Mr. Bacox. That goes very much further, Mr. President, and does
in some manner invade the field of political divisions and contentions.
For that reason it seems to me the language of the amendment should
be very carefully guarded In this respect. If, as stated by the Hena-
tor, the investigations of these men were to relate solely to matters
which concern the President, and they were to be his personal represen-
tatives, the matter would be wvery different from what It is under the
provisions of the amendment. But the amendment goes very much
further than that.

do not know that the Senator heard what T said.

Mr. Avprrci I didi

Mr. Bacon. I said that If the work of these men relaied solely
to the gathering of information in order that the I'resident might de-




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

4843

termine whether he should impose the maximum or the minimum tariff,
then they would be his personal representatives.

AMr. AnpricHE. Mr. P'resident, I think the Senator will agree with
me, even from that standpoint, that this information ought not to be
gathered by men with a gart!san bias. It ought not to be expected
that Congress would limit tbis commission to a point where there
would be certain to be two reports, upon political lines, upon every
question. I can imagine nothing which would be more detrimental to
the purpose we have in view than a partisan commission sent out to
gather information with reference to one political view or one economic
view or another. I think it would destroy the usefulness and the
purpose of this commission, or whatever you please to call it.

L3 [ * * - L = *

Mr. Roor. * * * It appears to me that the foree of acenmulated
public opinion, the force of continued action, the genmeral acceptance of
the prineciples of nonpartianship as they have already obtained and
abound and continue in our Government, constitute a so much stronger
motive toward making a nonpnrtisn.nshis oommission that it would be
a pity sts?o put in a provision which would compel its being a bipartisan
comimi: n.

Mr. NEWLANDS. The next debate regarding a tariff com-
mission took place upon the amendment of the Senator from
Towa [Mr. Dorriver], who presented a lengthy amendment,
providing for a customs commission, detailing its powers and
its duties. That amendment was fought by the Finance Com-
mittee, represented by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
McCuager]. I shall ask to print in my remarks gquotations
from his speech.

The matter referred to is as follows:

[From the CONGRESSIONAL REcorp of July 3, 1909.]

Mr. McCumBER. Mr. President, I do not want to vote upon this
measare until there has been placed upon record the statement that
the essentials of everything asked for by the amendment of the Senator
from lowa [Mr. DoLLivEr] are fully and comprehensively covered by
the broader and more generous terms of the provision that has been
proposed by the committee. 1 want to call attention to the wording
of the last portion of the amendment. EN

“To secnre information to assist the President in the discharge of
the duties imposed upon him by this section, and Information which
will be useful to Congress in tariff legislation and to the officers of the
Government in the administration of the customs laws, the President is
hereby authorized to employ such persons as may be required to make
thorough Investigations and examinations into the production, com-
merce, and trade of the United States and foreign countries, and all
conditions affecting the same.”

Within those broad provisions are encompassed every essential fea-
ture that is asked for in the amendment of the Senator from Iowa
except as to the machinery itself, and except possibly as to some of
the details of publication,

P * * * & ® »

Mr. McCuumBer. Mr. Presidgnt, I have no doubt the commission
that will be appointed will measure up to the dignity required by
the Senator from Iowa. But I want to call the attention of the Sena-
tor again to these words, which state that the commission shall col-
lect any and all information * which will be useful to Congress in
tariff legislation.” The most useful information we can have in tariff
legislation is as to the facts concerning the cost of production at home
and abroad, and all other facts conr:ernln%' the production, commerce,
and trade of the United States with foreign countrles, and all other
conditions that affect the same. Those things are covered by the pro-
visions of the amendment of the committee, and they certainly are
more comprehensive and broader than the amendment of the Senator
from Iowa, although not carried out in #o much detail.

It was upon this assurance of Mr. McCuMmBer, a member of
the Finance Committee, that the provision of the Senate amend-
ment was broader and more comprehensive than the amendment
of the Senator from Iowa that that amendment was defeated,
and it was defeated in this body by only five votes.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La ForrLErTE] offered on
the Sth day of July an amendment providing in great detail for
a tariff commission. This amendment was also opposed by
members of the committee, and for the first time a discordant
note was heard. I have not that debate before me. It is con-
tained in the as yet unpublished speech of the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. LA Forrerre], and does not appear in the
Recorp. But my recollection is that then the Senator from
Maine indieated his dissent to the interpretation put by his as-
soclates upon the committee and by the general judgment of the
Senate as to the amendment prepared by the Senate committee,
and it is his expression of dissent then that has put me upon
this inquiry. I shall ask leave to print in my remarks in the
Recorp, without reading, quotations from that debate.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the request is
granted. .

The matter referred to is as follows:

Mr., ALpRICH. Will the Senator from Wisconsin yield to me?

Mr. LA FornLeTrTeE. Certainly.

Mr. AvpricH. The duties of the commission, the parties to be named
by the President, are defined in the act. They will also be defined by
the President, and so far as appropriations are concerned, the appro-
Eriutlnns will undoubtedly be made. This proposition was put into the

ill in good faith. It was eed to by the Senator from Indiana [Mr,
BeveripagE], who aided in the grsgaration of it, and it covers all the

suggestions and the requirement the various organizations that have
been asking us to provide for the appointment of a commission of this

nd.
Mr. La FoLreETTE. Now, Mr. President, I was not disposed to extend
nnduly the discussion on this subject,
Mr. BEVErIDGE. Mr. President
- *® - Ll - - -

ield to the Benator from Indi-

Mr. La ForLLeTTE. In 2 moment T will
ana with very great pleasure. What this proposed legislation will do
is to be determined by the languaie embodied in that provision. No larger

owers can be conferred upon those who are to be appointed under it.
hose are provided for there, and I am going to take that up in a mo-
ment. I am going to analyze it.

Mr. Beveripge. The only reason why I wanted to interrupt the Sena-
tor in this particular instance was to note the statement of the Senator
from Rhode Islund concerning the certainty of an adequate appropriation,
which I was delighted to hear made.

Mr. La Forrerre. I was very glad to hear that declaration myself
and ﬂ))m sed to make such further reference to it as would prevent the
poss:

ility of its being forgotten hereafter,
® - L ] * * * -

Mr. Hare. I want to say for myself that I do not understand the pro-
visions reported by the committee upon this bill in any way constitute
a tariff commission. In my belief the wit of man can not devise any
scheme that will keep the countr{ constantly agitated over tariff issues
that will be so bad and Involved in its operation as a tarif commission
such as the Senator from Wisconsin is earnestly and honestly for. I
do not believe such a commission would either be valuable in aiding Con-
gress when the time comes in tariff legislation, which ought not to be
often, but at far-separated spaces of time. 1 do not think such a com-
mission would ever, in any way, help Congress in working out a proper
result. If I belleved that the provisions of the bill would do anything
more than allow the President to appoint experts that from time to
time will report and if necessary be sent to Congress by the President,
and that It woul be a commission with authority such as the Senator
wants, I would not vote for the proposition,

Mr. NEWLANDS. I am unable to refer to that portion of
the Recorp which contains the assurance given by the Senator
from Rhode Island as to the vote of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr, Beveringe] upon one of these amendments providing for
a tariff commission. The Senator from Indiana was not pres-
ent, and he was paired against any amendment for a tariff
commission, and that vote was questioned by the Senator from
Wisconsin on the ground that it was well known that the Sena-
tor from Indiana was a pronounced advoecate of a tariff com-
mission. The Senator from Rhode Island interrupted and de-
clared that the Senator from Indiana had been consulted re-
garding the provision of the Senate amendment as proposed by
the Finance Committee; that he was satisfied with its provi-
sions; that it gave sufficient power to the President to organize
a tariff commission; and that he would not favor any amend-
ment or change in it; and that assurance was accepted by the
Senate.

So, throughout, every statement of the Finance Committee led
the Senate to believe that this provision contained all the powers
that were necessary and essential to enable the President of the
United States to secure the information that would aid him in
his power of recommendation and Congress in its action regard-
ing tariff legislation. And so these other amendments providing
in detail for tariff commissions were rejected, the prevailing
sentiment being that the whole question of the organization of
this commission, the qualifications of its members, the number of
its members, the pay of its members should be left to the organ-
izing hand of the President himself.

I think the conferees failed in their duty in this matter when
they failed to take the sense of the Senate again on this proposi-
tion before yielding to the House conferees. I have not the
slightest doubt that in the existing judgment of the Senate, had
not the assurance been given, a tariff commission, with ample
powers and with defined duties, would have been created by some
such amendment as that proposed by the Senator from Iowa or
the Senator from Wisconsin.

There is much complaint of the action of the conferees in
defeating the will of Congress. 1 do not believe this bill as
reported by the Finance Committee represents the judgment
either of the Senate or of the House; but I did hope that as the
result of the final action of the conferees this bill would con-
tain the seed of a commission, to be organized under the wise
direction of the President, with that conscientiousness and
fidelity to duty which he has always manifested, and that it
would ripen by a process of evolution into a great tribunal,
not engaged in tariff making—Congress alone can perform that
duty—but in correcting the excesses of the tariff, under a rule
laid down by Congress, and that thus we would be relieved of
this unseemly contention, this bartering, this trading, this com-
promising, this warfare of section against section, of class
against class, and that we could then, undisturbed by these con-
tentions, perform our high functions of legislation with dignity
and deliberation.

Mr. HEYBURN. I should like to ask the Senator from
Nevada a question. He says he would give this commission
power to correct excesses, Do I understand that the Senator
wounld have a commission which might during the recess of
Congress, for instance, correct an excessive duty?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Individually, it is my view that Congress

should lay down the rule by which the justice and the fairness
of a duty should be determined; that that rule should be de-
clared by the dominant party according to its view of publie
The Republican party, being in power and having de-

policy.
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clared the rule to be that the duties should represent the differ-
ence between the cost of production at home and abroad with
a fair profit to the domestic manufacturer added, I would ex-
pect that that party would lay down that rule and authorize
the commission wherever they found a duty in excess of that
rule so to declare, and authorize the President, upon his ap-
proval of the finding, to reduce that duty to the standard fixed
by Congress, either by a progressive approach running over a
series of years—five or ten years—or decisively and immediately,
as Congress in its wisdom should determine.

The Republican party has announced its own rule, and it
should not be afraid to have it carried out by a competent
tribunal, possessing the functions and the dignity of a court
of justice; and that is a much more effective way to correct
the excesses of the tariff than by those contentions here in
which nothing is settled, but in which are involved bargaining
and trading and compromising by interested parties, interested
sections, interested States, men fighting not for the facts, but
for particular interests in their district or in their State or in
their section. That would be a very much better method than
the method now pursued, and it would be legal and constitu-
tional.

Mr. HEYBURN. It occurs to me, Mr. President, that the
suggestion of the Senator from Nevada amounts to the letting
out of government by contract to somebody else.

Mr. NEWLANDS rose, :

Mr. HEYBURN. As I understand his suggestion—and the
Senator will be patient with me for a moment, I will state it
as I understand it—he proposes to invest a commission with the
power in each case to determine the relative cost abroad and at
home and fix a duoty in that case. That is what his suggestion
amounts to. There is not any element of stability or per-
manence involved at all. It might be that in the case of a
strike in mills in Germany the cost would be affected neces-
garily. This commission would get together and say, The
rate will be based upon conditions of production abroad, which
are so and so. The strike is ended, and in thirty days the cost
of the article abroad changes and the commission meets and
changes the rate. I think that would hardly appeal to the
reason or the judgment of any Senator.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I will simply state, in
reply to the Senator from Idaho, that the discussion which he is
now opening up is purely academic and I will not follow him in
it. I will be glad to meet him some time when a discussion of
that phase of the question becomes pertinent.

1 have expressed briefly my individual views as to the extent
of the powers which should be given to a tariff or customs or
foreign commerce commission without argoment or amplifica-
tion. The question now before us is not whether a commission
shall be given the extended powers which I would give them.
The question is not as to whether Congress will declare the
rules by which the commission shall act or by which the Presi-
dent shall act. The question now before Congress is whether
we shall authorize the President to secure information useful
for Congress in tariff legislation and useful to him in his power
of recommendation.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President——

Mr. NEWLANDS. The Senator will pardon me if I do not
take up with him the discussion of the other phase of the ques-
tion. Under present conditions, I think if is purely academiec.

Mr. HEYBURN. I was not expressing particular eagerness
that the Senator should take up the guestion. I was from my
own standpoint, in my own time, making a suggestion that
might perhaps throw some light upon the academic gquestion that
ithe Senator had been discussing. The question of tariff com-
missions, or boards to fix rates, is not before the Senate, and I
thought perhaps the best way to ecall the Senator’s attention to
that fact was to say something myself along that line. He is
very quick to criticise the fact that I was discussing a general
question that was not involved, but he seemed to fail in enlight-
enment that he had been engaged in it for about an hour. That
was my only purpose in rising. .

Mr., LODGE. Mr. President, I ask leave to have printed in
the REcorp a letter from Mr. Singleton, who is a leading worsted
manufacturer of my State, replying to the statement of the
National Clothiers’ Association in regard to the advance in the
price of worsted goods.

The VIOE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Massachusetts? The Chair hears none, and
the letter will be printed in the REecorp.

The letter is as follows:

SINGLETON WORSTED COMPANY,
Pranklin, Mass., July 30, 1909.
Hon. H. C. LODGE,
United Statcs Senator, Washington, D. C.
DeAr Siz: On account of the report made by Senator LA FOLLETTE
on behalf of the National Association of Clothiers, on Thursday, July

‘1900, and since which date varlous newspapers, such as the New
ork World, the Chicago Herald, and San Francisco NP"B having
ied the rggort of the Chi and New York and National Associ:
dation of Clothiers’ meeting and the rt made by Senator LA For-
LETTE, we partienlarly eall your attention to the statement, which we
inform you is entirely erromeous, or a mistake made by the assoclation
in their report to Senator La ForLnerre, and only shows how easily
the House and Senate can be misled, as well as the public, by so man
false statements whieh have been made, and are being made, regard-
ing the different classifications and costs in the present tariff bill. We
are not afraid of nn]m“{ g0 much as ignoranee and false statements.
The rol!ow!n% passage is the one we refer to, which the Natlonal
Assoclation of Clothiers gave to Senator La FOLLETTE for the July 8,

1809, speeeh :

“The advanced prices on worsteds, which have already been an-

nounced, following the steady deterioration of fabries in weight and
uality resulting from the operation of the Dingley bill, will add to
ltlhe retall prices approximately $2.50 on a $10 suit of clothes, £3 on
a $15 suit, and $5 on a $20 suit, or from 20 per cent to 25 per cent to
the cost of clothing to the wearer thereof.”

We herewith inclose samples of merchandise which we make to-day
and have made these grades in varions patterns for the last seventeen
years, and we give you the prices for 1907, prior to October, when the
panic started. We Eve you the prices made to the trade for 1908, so

as to rom a plant full up and avold loss of money under a ic price
on wool a yarns created by a finanecial panic which affected the
world. We give you the prices we have sold the merchandise at on styles :

7751, 12 ounces, 57 inches wide; 8181, 13 ounces, 57 Inches wide;
8198, 13 ounces, 57 inches wide; 7627, 13 ounces, 57 inches wide;
7781, 112 ouneces, 57 inches wide; 3802, 11} ounces, 57 inches wide;
7921, 13 ounces, 57 inches wide; 7219, 13 ounces, 57 inches wide;
which are light-welght goods to be worn for the summer of 1910 and which
merchandise we shall be making in our mill during this fall and winter.

We also flre you prices on styles:

T939-2, 16 ounces; 7940-2, 16 ounces; 79314, 16 ounces; 7934-1,
16 ounces ; T934-2, 16 ounces; 79354, 16 ounces ; 7090, 18 ounces, 57
inches; 7726, 16 ounces, 57 inches; TG84, 17 ounces, 57 Inches; Ti00,
17 ounces, 57 inches; 6819, 19 ounces, 567 inches,

We give you the prices clearly marked for the years 1907, prior to
the panic, on merchandise sold also in 1908 dur the panic, and the
price the merchandise must be sold for 1910 on this day's market price
of worsted yarns made on the high-cost wool of this date. You will
find on each piece m§ marked the advanee over and above the price of
merchandise sold in 1907, prior to the panic, which will give yon at a

lance how much mistaken the National Association of Clothiers are
this statement they present to AMr. La FOLLETTE.

On style 7627, which we sold in July, and which goods will be worn
by the consumer in 1910, the whole total ecost on 33 yards of cloth to
the clothier will be 79 cents on a suit, and on another eloth sold It
will only be 44 cents on a sult. On the heavy-weight merchandise, if
gsold for the winter of 1010 on to-day's basis, the advance on a sult
made from 33 yards of cloth would be from 45 cents per suit on the
cloth to 88 cents. Thus the National Association of Clothiers are going
to charge an excess cost to the retailer or consumer and have the

ublic believe that the manufacturer who runs a mill making cloth is
he cause of this excessive eost. - ;

In following the many examinations before the Ways and Means
Committee, and in 1-\za|:lil:u§l the many statements made not only in the
House and Senate, but through the papers of this country, we find
that the greatest danger existing to-day is the large amount of false
statements or mistakes made by those who report regarding their
merchandise, their business, and how they will be ruined by any change
downward in this tariff. We are sorry to trouble you with this state-
ment, but we do it so as to correct part of the errors already published,
if possible.

We are in favor of free raw materials, which means free wool as
well as hides, and a lessened dntf on the manufactured articles,
whether it is worsted goods or woolen spun goods woven into cloth,
or any other class of merchandise. We are fully convinced to-day that
those who are talking high protection have forgotten the memorable
§ h, which shouldqm printed in ‘gold that William McKinley made
the day before he was shot at Buffalo. We think the Republican part
as well as the Democratic party have tly nef.lected that spee
and the intentions of the honorable gentleman priom to his death in
making that speech. t is high time to take is tariff bill out of
polities and ount of sectionalism, as we see from all parts of the
country, and to create a tariff commission and to revise this measure
downward more s ily than it has Dbeen Yor the Past thirty-seven
years, thereby glving to the consumer every article that they use at
lessened cost and also ralsing for the Government a revenue commen-
surate with this Government's retrenchment and Clltu.uié down of the
high expenditures which they have dias‘!‘pnted in during the past twelve
years. If under Willlam McKinley during the Bpanish war they could
raise a good share of revenue by a stamp tax, which is easily ecol-
lected and very easily paid, without much feeling of loss to the payer
or great expense to the Government in collecting, why not resort to the
stamp tax agaln and not quibble so much about a tax on eorporations or
keeping up these high tariffs on wool and other manufactured articles?

‘ee trust you will make use of these samples and this information in
correcting the statement made by the National Association of Clothiers.
We have gone into these particu{a.rs very carefully and ean assure you
of the acecuracy, i

You will notice the number of ounces per yard these cloths weigh
and also the width marked opposite each style on thls letter. These
are the popular weights for summer and for winter which the clothing
trade have demanded for the past four or five years. When the ecloth-
ing association makes a statement that the manufacturer is skimpin
the weight from 22 ounces down to 16 ounces for winter weights ani
from 16 ounces down to 12 ounces for summer weights, they are simply
misleading the publie, as well as you gentlemen. he present civiliza-
tion has demanded 10 to 12 ounce goods of worsted eloth for the heated
summer months and 2-pilece garments, and for winter, on account af
the excessive manner in which all railroad ecars, elevators, and office
buildings are heated by steam, it would be guicidal to use the weights
that our forefathers wore, namely, 22 ounces per yard. If any eclothier
wants 22 ounces per yard for eertain special nmorthern sections of this
United States for colder seasons, the manufacturer of the eloth will be
only too glad to oblige them ; but the clothier, as a rule, asks for the
welghts and has given him what he asks for.

Apologizing for this lengthy letter, and with kindest regards, we are,

Yours, very truly, 0
SmweneTON WoORsTED (Co.,
Georcr ¥, 8. 81¥NGLETOXN,
T'reasurcr.
Samples sent under separate package.
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Light weights, or summer goods.
Difference in price
over the
Price |Pricesold| Priee | 1997 and 1908,
Btyle. Weight. | Width, | sold at| at during|sold at
in 1907. [panic,1908. | in 1909.
|Over1907.|Over 1008,
§1.10 | $1.80 .05 20
1.27% | 1.50 w.mﬂ ”.22!
1.272 { 1.50 -122 ~229
1.00 1.12% .122
147 | 1.70 072 223
1.622 | 1.75 122 289

If the clothier uses only 3% yards for a suit pattern, then the cost
on highest grade would equal on a suit 79

Lowest grade would equal on a suit 44

This is on light summer cloth for su.ltl.np for 1910 summer.

Heavy weights, or winter goodas.

Difference in pries,
Price | Price sold| Price | $307 anaqoge
Style. ‘Weight. | Width. | sold at | at during |sold at 2
in 1907. |panic,1908.| in 1909,
Over1907,/Over 1008,
$1.65 $1.60 | $1.75 §0.10 $0.15
1.50 1.75 2,00 .10 25
1.60 1.50 1.70 10 .20
1.50 1.422 | 1.65 25 22
L.75 1.656 1.90 .15 25
1.372 1.37% | 1.60 222 .28
1.87= 1.372 | 1.60 222 222
2.00 1.90 2.128 122 203

Price to-day for wim
RN DT 1908w ter weights, 8% to 13 per cent above the lowest

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, while I realize, of course, that
the Senate has grown somewhat weary of tariff debate, yet the
position we are in is a somewhat peculiar one, and, in common
with others, feeling that I am right in this matter, I propose to
trespass upon the time of the Senate in stating the reasons I
have for my position.

When this bill passed the Senate I voted against it. In my
humble judgment, while the conferees have grudgingly granted
some slight concessions, they have added to the evils ot the bill
to an extent that is so infinitely worse I can not in justice to a
gense of duty vote for the conference report.

When the tariff debate began, for a while I supposed that the
issue involved in this revision was the mere issue of rates as
related to the question of free trade or protection. But it soon
became evident that the matter of protection bore mo relation
whatever to this discussion, and it was apparent that free trade
was no factor in the discussion, because there is no free-trade
sentiment in this country, in Congress or out of Congress. The
fact that protection was not a factor in the motives of the forces
that framed the bill is found in this: That the bill was not
fairly framed to develop American industries nor extend the
foreign markets for American products; that the broad principle
of protection has been ihrown to the wind and ruthlessly tram-
pled under foot whenever it served a particular purpose to do so.

What, then, was the real issue in this revision, for there must
have been an issue, or at least the Senators who participated in
this long struggle must have believed there was an issue? To
understand what the issue was, what the demand meant, and
its source, we are brought to examine somewhat the genesis
of this revision. We find that in 1897 the Dingley law was
passed—at a time of universal industrial depression—and passed
to restore industrial activity. It accomplished that purpose,
or, to aveid any controversy, I may say that colncident with its
passage and going into operation there came a return of indus-
trial activity to our country.

There were men then—such men as Garfield and John Sher-
man—who saw further than the great majority of people. They
saw that in renewed activity there might come a condition
when the Government should be invoked, not for the purpose
of protecting American industries from foreign competition, but
to protect the American market against the elimination of do-
mestic competition.

In a litile while that condition began to develop. In a little
while people began to see a new movement in our midst. They
gaw prices ascending and they traced the ascension of those

prices to a condition where combinations on one hand and the
elimination of competition upon the other began to mark the
price of produets in our market.

There was a time in the history of this question when as pro-
tectionists, not only truthfully but logically we could say that
a protective tariff as distinguished from a revenue tariff was
not a tax and was not, generally speaking, added to the price of
the domestic commodity. That was true so long as the tariff
system protected our home market and competition, stimulated
by that protection, regulated the price within our own country,
as I had the honor of pointing out in a previous speech on this
same question.

Now, whence came the demand? The distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobee] a short time ago made the
statement, if I recall it correctly, that the consumer is a myth.
There was a time in the history of the tariff in this country
when, economically speaking, it could be said that the consumer
was a myth, because in the wide equation of benefits, in the
activity which a protective tariff stimulated and brought on,
and in the sense of those who did not participate in that benefit
the consumer was a myth.

But the moment that you eliminate competition, the moment
you fix price above that reasomable price which is the legiti-
mate outcome of reasonable protection, measured by fair com-
petition, then you add a profit to the production in which no

~one participates except those who add and take such added

profit. :

To illustrate, if a commodity can be put upon the market for
$1, and that includes a fair return for the investment and for
the labor, all participating more or less in the benefits of the
activity involved in its production, it might be said, economically
speaking, there is no consumer; that is, as distingushed from
those who participate in the benefits of such activities. Dut
if by some process an additional 50 cents is added to the price
of that article, 50 cents in which no one participated save
those who make that additional price, then immediately every-
one who confributes to the additional price does became, eco-
nomically considered, a consumer.

In the process by which prices were thus advanced in this
country there not only came this demand, but it came from
that great mass of the people who were not participating in the
added price placed upon commodities by the power of com-
bination and the elimination of competition.

This demand was made, and when this debate started we
heard the words “ downward revision ” and “ upward revision.”
This demand for revision, then, was made because prices had
in many cases reached an abnormal point through abnormal
forces, and it came from the consumer, as above described, not
as a protest against protection, but as a protest against a price
often maintained by reason of a tariff which in the economics
of production had outgrown its legitimate purpose of protec-
tion. Men must ever rally around something as a standard.
In a few days we began to hear the words “free trade’ and
“ protection.” But it often happens that rallying words only
befog and becloud the situation. Back of these words, which
seemed at first to mark an issue, buf subsequently developed
as mere rallying standards, there gradually began to develop
a force never before accentuated in the legislative history
of this country. As we watched from day to day we saw
this commodity or that commodity slaughtered at the hands
of the forees that were driving this bill through the Senate
whenever it seemed to serve a particular purpose. We began
to realize that protection had been abandoned, and in its place
was the purpose to perpetuate, uphold, and intensify profit.

The issue to-day, therefore, is not between free trade and pro-
tection, but the question is whether what was once a benign
factor in American legislation shall now be used for the sole
purpose of profit. You can trace the growth of that force in
the genesis of this bill from the very start to the very finish of
its formation and the process of its enactment.

I want to eall attention to a few of the circumstances that
demonstrate the correctness of my position upon that question.
Take the subject of sugar, and I am not going to weary the
Senate with statistics and figures. There are a few concrete
facts. The American people do not consume raw sugar; they
consume refined sugar. Any process which does not reduce the
price of refined sugar does not benefit the American consumer.
On the other hand, the sugar refining force of this country,
being practically the only purchaser of raw sugar, is the only
beneficiary of the reduction in the tariff on raw sugar, and the
only one which will suffer at the hands of Congress in raising
the duty upon raw sugar.

We reduced the duty on refined sugar 5 cents a hundred, a
mere bagatelle, and in the face of the overwhelming evidence
brought before the Senate, still leaving a protection that, com-
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paratively speaking, is absolutely prohibitive to the importation
of refined sugar.

Then we sought to place a legitimate tax upon raw sugar, but
were met. at every step by the opposition of the force that was
dominating the situation. What would be the effect of an addi-
tional tax upon raw sugar? Simply to lessen the power of the
sugar trust, and at the same time add to the revenues of the
Government. It would do more than that. In proportion as
the sugar trust had to pay a higher price for its raw sugar,
just in that proportion the sugar-cane grower of this country
would receive the benefit of protection; and if this bill had been
framed along the line of protection, his rights would have been
protected in that particular, But no, there must be nothing
done there.

Then beside the cane-sugar man stands the beet-sugar pro-
ducer. His ability to live depends upon the absence of the
power of the sugar trust to crush him; and every time that we
add these millions to the already swollen profits of the sugar
trust we make that trust much more ready and certain to de-
stroy and overthrow the beet-sugar industry of the country. It
is a marvel to the beet-sugar industry of this country that it
has been able to stand the assault of the sugar trust.

But I fear from the manner in which votes were cast in this
Chamber that that industry is so completely enveloped in the
fear of the sugar trust itself that it has not left the independ-
ence to assert its rights upon this floor.

Not only refusing to add to the tax upon raw sugar in the
interest of the southern sugar grower and the western beet-sugar
men, we have gone a step further and provided for the intro-
duction to this country from the Philippines of 300,000 tons of
raw sugar free of duty. It would be interesting to have some
one point out the element of protection in that proposition. It
takes out of the revenue; it serves no purpose in reducing the
cost of sugar to the American consumer, because it must first
pass through the capacious maw of the sugar trust, and simply
brings in that amount of raw sugar in competition with our
own product and adds to the already swollen coffers of the
sugar trust. I will not waste time to argue that it does not
benefit the Filipino, for no advocate of free raw material would
stand on this floor for a moment and insist that he was demand-
ing free raw material in the interest of the producers of the
country from which it eame. To do so would be a reductio ad
absurdum.

Now, we take the question of tobacco. We find here a propo-
sition to reduce and cheapen the importation of manufactured
tobacco into this country. We have in this country to-day some
12,000, T am told, American cigar makers who are traveling the
streets of our cities, begging for an opportunity to earn a living
in making cigars. Yet this bill provides that an American
capitalist can go to the Philippine Islands, and there exploit
the cheap labor of the Orient, bring the product of that labor
into our own midst, and dispense it in competition with the
labor of this country out of employment and seeking work; and
because we oppose that unrighteous proposition we are char-
acterized as free traders. I say that when the Senate proposed
and earried through a proposition to allow American capital to
thus exploit the cheap labor of the Orient and bring it in here
against our unemployed labor it was the total abandonment of
the principle of protection.

Yet we are told this was in the Interest of protection. I
assert again that protection was thrown to the winds wherever
it served the purpose of American interests to inordinately add
to their profits.

Now, we go a step further. In this tobacco controversy we
find a peculiar condition. We find a giant trust that already
has absorbed all but about 4 per cent—and I speak by the
authority of one of the distinguished members of the Finance
Committee—of the manufacture of tobacco in this country,
and yet, with ruthless hand and insatiate greed, it reaches out
to strike down the little independence that is left in the Ameri-
can market.

It 1s a small thing, this coupon proposition. It is a little
harmless-looking piece of paper. Yet independent tobacco men
tell me that there is no force so potent in the hands of the trust
as that coupon. That coupon holds out to the purchaser the
delusive idea that if he gets enough of them, if he squanders
enough money for tobacco, he will get back a little return
in the form of a practically worthless present.

I say again that the tobacco trust by using these little cou-
pons can draw the trade away from the man who does not use
them, who can not in his small and limited business afford to
use them, and for the little time necessary to crush out its com-
petitor the great trust is able to and does use them.

The Senate, in its passage of the bill, eliminated that coupon.
The conference report has brought it back here again.. I should

like to ask what purpose it serves, what American industry is
protected by that device? None at all. It can only serve the
same purpose served in letting in free raw sugar and free
cigars; no benefit to the consumer, but an added profit to the
insatiate greed for inordinate profit, a greed to which it seems
everything must be sacrificed.

Mr. President, last fall it was my privilege or province, or
perhaps misfortune, to campaign; and in that campaign I held
up to the people of our country the ridiculous, as I character-
ized it, proposition of Mr. Bryan, that the way to control trusts
and monopolies was to legalize a certain per cent and penalize
all above that per cent. I little dreamed then that within a
few months I would stand here on the floor of the American
Senate and combat that proposition advanced here by the forces
which dominate this bill. I believed it was ridiculous then,
I believe it is ridiculous now. Yet, take this sugar proposi-
tion with the Philippine Islands. We have had brought to our
attention that those poor Filipinos are down on bended knees
begging for a gratuity at our hands. With tears in our eyes we
listen to their prayer until we grant them the privilege of send-
ing in 800,000 tons of sugar, and then we stop. There we dry
our eyes, If sympathy for or duty to the Filipinos warrants our
sacrificing the American cane raisers to the Filipino raw sugar,
then it warrants us in letting into this country all the raw
sugar which those distressed people may raise. But there is no
warrant for it.

The shifting sands of expediency form an unstable basis for
legislation, and this 300,000-ton proposition is a compromise. It
is the limit perhaps which the great sugar-refining interests
needed to reach a point at which they could then further stifle
the southern cane grower and further overthrow the western
beet-sugar raiser.

Now, we come along and find this same prineiple ereeping out
in another proposition. When this bill was in the Senate we
put in it a sort of a vague, shadowy proposition with reference
to a tariff commission, the most which could then be done. It
was too weak and too lacking in virility to require any meddling
with; but what little strength and vigor was left in it was elim-
inated by the committee in conference. That provision as it
passed the Senate provided that the men employed by the
President might get information for the benefit of Congress.
The conferees have stricken that out. It is a peculiar picture
that the Senate presents to the American people in deliberately
striking out of its enactment a provision for bringing informa-
tion before its body.

After eliminating that portion of the provision relating to
getting information for Congress, it is now claimed that the
President, under the provision as it remains, can get the same
information, but it will be seen that he is only authorized to
get information that will enable him to earry out the provisions
of the bill. The only provision of this character is the maximum
and minimum provigion. The only question involved in that is
the terms accorded our Government by foreign governments.
It does not and ean not go to the vital question so essential to
settling an American tdriff bill, namely, the difference in cost of
production in this country and abroad.

Mr. President, I leave that without any further comment, and
I leave it to be taken care of by the men who performed that
operation. It could only be for one reason, It is only another
link in the indisputable evidence found in the bill, from one
cover to the other, that the purpose of the bill is not protec-
tion, but profit. If profit is to be the idol before which Congress
must kneel in the future, then we want no information concern-
ing the difference in the cost of production here and abroad.
All we need to heed iz the demand of those who want to domi-
nate the American market. Think again, if you can, of the
American Senate deliberately striking down the proposition to
bring information to the doors of the Senate for the use of the
Senate in framing economie legislation.

I have never been very much impressed with the idea of an
advisory commission. The sad experience we had in our Inter-
oceanic Canal Commission has been a lesson that we ought to
remember. I want to say here to-day—it may be years before
it comes—but some day Congress will meet this tariff problem
in the same wise manner in which it met the rate problem.
Instead of having it a part of the “ pork barrel ” of legislation,
it will be relegated to a tribunal having something of the
obligation, something of the duty, and something of the sense of
duty that rests upon a semijudieial tribunal. But the proposi-
tion, simple as it was, had to be stricken out in order to keep
information away in the interest, not of protection, but of
profit.

1 do not like to stand heré and make these statements, and
yet I am reconciled to the sitnation by the fact that if I am
mistaken it is an error and it will do no harm. If I am correct,




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

4847

it should be made. If it is a fact that the time has come when
Congress proposes deliberately to turn back the hand of the
clock to where we were seven years ago, the sooner the Ameri-
can people understand and realize that fact, the better for all.

I now come to the most conclusive proof of all that this bill
is framed not for protection, but for profit. During this dis-
cussion there came the proposition of an income tax. There
was some difference of opinion as to whether the court would
reverse its decision in the Pollock case and sustain an income
tax. Personally I did not have a moment’s doubt about it. It
became evident that an income tax would pass. Something had
to be done, and it had to be done promptly. So we were met
with the proposition of what is called a “corporation tax.”

Again I want to remind the Senate that the shifting sands of
expediency are an unsafe foundation. The proposition, popular
as it might have seemed, failed at the outset to appeal to the
public. There are two classes—those who believe in fair play,
and they could not see the justice of a provision which, if war-
ranted at all, should be a state tax, which taxed one set of
individuals without taxing their competitors in the same busi-
ness, perhaps on the same street; and those in another class,
who feel that great wealth does not bear its burden of taxation.
This bill did not appeal to them because it violates a cardinal
principle of taxation, that taxation, as far as possible, should
be upon permanent, and not precarious, incomes. This bill ex-
empts the bondholder, the holder of preferred stock—these se-
curities usually representing the permanent income—but would
tax, in the last analysis, the income of a more precarious nature,
found in the ownership of the stock itself. Between these two
conditions it is natural it would fail of being popular.

When the people upon whom this tax rests find out, as they
have and as they will find out, that, after all, the great, power-
ful corporations of this country are exempted from the tax, it
will be even more unpopular than it is to-day.

It was proclaimed here that we were going to have publicity
by this measure. Now, what publicity can we get through a
tax law? As to interstate corporations, we have the authority
and the power, and my distinguished colleague [Mr. NELsox] a
few years ago had a law passed reaching that subject. If that
law is not ample, it can easily be remedied. It is a queer idea
that we should turn to taxation as the means of obtaining pub-
licity with reference to interstate corporations. ;

When it comes to a state corporation, doing business only
within the State, I undertake to say here, and no lawyer will
dispute me, that we can obtain no publicity as to those corpora-
tions save that publicity which alone is necessary and requisite
to the purpose of taxation. That is not the publicity which we
desire in this country so much as we desire the light to be
thrown upon those mystic arrangements, those hidden condi-
tions, under which the American market is monopolized and
controlled.

That fell, of course, of its own weight. Anyone could see
at a glance that we gain nothing of publicity by this aect, such
publicity as the American public are seeking for and which
they require in this gigantic struggle with what the Attorney-
General of this country himself characterized as the “great
trusts and monopolies.”

We come to the question of net income in this law, and we
find this peculiar feature: It provides that after a corporation
ghall deduct from its gross earnings its expenses, its mainte-
nance, and actual deterioration and loss, then it may deduct
the amount of interest actually paid upon an indebtedness
equal to the stock, and no more.

Now, if there had been no reference at all to interest, it
might have been claimed, possibly, that under the expense
claim you could deduct interest, but when youn come to specify
interest you exclude it from the expense account; you turn
to the interest clause for your authority, and there it is written
into the law that no matter what the necessity of that corpora-
tion, no matter how legitimate its business, no matter how
Jegitimate ifs means, when it comes to the end of the year it
can only deduct such interest as the interest on an indebted-
ness equal to its eapital

It may be said that this was to prevent corporations from
transferring their ownership from stocks to bonds. I could
understand that feature of it; but it goes further and places
this limitation upon all indebtedness of the corporation. It is
no unusual thing that a business corporation during the course
of the year would pay interest upon an amount in excess of its
actual stock.

You have done this: You have either placed a limitation
upon legitimate activity or you have thrcwn into this bill an
invitation to extend stock beyond any reasonable limit, solely
for the purpose of adding to the exemption that much more
interest from the interest account. The framers of the measure

can take their choice as to either horn of that dilemma which
they may prefer to cling to.

That it is an unfortunate provision, that it is difficulf of con-
struction, will be apparent to any man who will read it. Such
a condition will always grow out of the effort to try to apply
a right conclusion to a wrong principle. There never was
human ingenuity yet that could take a wrong principle and
work out a right result. They will be confronted with that
proposition so long as they pursue the investigation and the
administration of this law.

But while they have shown a disregard for the rights of the
small corporation as to deducting its interest, they have been
very careful to protect the great trust and combination by ex-
empting it from taxation. This is done by a provision that a
corporation may deduct from its gross receipts its revenue de-
rived from the investment of its capital in the stocks of other
corporations and to that extent, and where the entire capital is
so ‘invested to the extent of the entire exemption, the great
dominating corporations are exempted from this so-called * cor-
poration tax.” A

I am one of those men who do not believe that a principle
ever gained anything as a principle because it had authority
behind it. The earth had revolved just as certainly during the
countless centuries when it was believed to be stationary as it
has since we have come to know it does revolve.

But there is something in the human mind that naturally
seizes upon and attaches itself to authority and precedent, to
the declarations of others, and in obedience to that prompting
I am going to refer to a speech made by the Attorney-General
of the United States upon this trust problem a few days ago.

This is from an interview with Mr. Wickersham at Paducah,
Ky. I read now from The Independent, a magazine which is
recognized as being careful and conservative. In speaking of
these trusts the Attorney-General suggested that the remedy
was to let each State pass a law prohibiting a company from
doing business within its borders where more than one-half of
its stock was held by another company. I do not care to dis-
cuss that as a remedy, but I want to pass on to his discussion
of the situation. Speaking of these great companies, he says:

We hope that certain lessons have been taught to the great vested
interests of the connt_r%. but it remains to be seen how thoroughl
those lessons have been learned. We hope that they have been so well
learned that to a considerable extent the ax may be laid aside, but we
have it ready to hand if It be needed.

In that utterance the Attorney-General voices, I think, the
general sentiment of this country that, after some seven years
of somewhat active legislation and administration, a time had
come when we might perhaps abate some of our activity until
matters adjusted themselves to the new conditions. That was
the attitude of the Attorney-General. But while the Attorney-
General has laid the ax aside, ready to be used when it is
needed, Congress has done something else. Congress has built
a splendid canopy over these trusts and combinations to shelter
them from the storms; it has built a granite wall around them
to protect them against the taxgatherer; it has taken out the
watering pot and proceeded to place fresh life and invigoration
in the roots of the tree itself.

Now, I read a little further from the Attorney-General's
speech. He goes on to say, speaking of these holding companies:

The deviee of the holding corporation is the only thing which has
made possible the rapid growth of the great trusts and monopolles,
and such a prohibition would go far toward iheir destruction.

A prohibition against the holding companies; and yet here the
mere proposition to tax the holding companies is met by Con-
gress with a piteous plea that we must not impose double taxa-
tion. It is said that this device, which the Atforney-General
says is the only means by which trusts and monopolies have
been built up, must be safeguarded against double taxation.
We are met with the suggestion that this is donble taxation.
I think I must spend a moment analyzing that proposition.

We are very apt to confuse the tax with reference to the
individual and with reference to property. If a man owns 12
farms and every farm pays its tax, will any man say that the
owner of those farms is subject to double taxation? If on the
1st day of January a man has $5,000, if on that day he makes
his return of personal property, if during the summer he invests
that money in land, and in October, as is the case in some
States, the assessment is made upon land, and his land is as-
gessed, will anyone for a moment say that that man is subjected
to dounble taxation? The property is taxed, and it is the prop-
erty that bears the burden of taxation without reference to the
owner himself.

Without caring to guote authorities, yet in response to the
general demand for authority upon the subject, I want to refer
to the remarks of the junior Senator from New York
[Mr. Roor]. I understand he was partly responsible for fram-
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ing this piece of legislation, and so his authority upon this
question must be accepted ; at least it is entitled to great weight
and deference.

As to the tax upon corporations, you may split hairs if you
will; you may say it is a franchige tax; you may say it is a tax
upon business or a tax for the privilege of doing business, but
it can not be stated any more coneretely nor any more plainly
and comprehensively than the junior Senator from New York
himself stated it when he said:

It is not the profits that would be subject to the tax, but the privilege
or facility of transacting the business through corporate form.

Taking the farm illustration again, instead of a man owning
12 farms, we will say if a man owns an interest in 12 distinct
facilities for doing business, because each of those facilities is
taxed, will it be said that he is unjustly taxed? Each facility,
. like each farm, must pay its own share of the tax.

Now, we go a step farther with the language of the distin-
guished Senator., He says:

It matters not from what source may come the income which is

selzed upon the law as a measure for the value of the facility or
privilege which is taxed.

It is the facility which we tax. If the man wants to own and
is able to own more than one facility, he must, in the last
analysis, bear the burden of taxation upon every facility, as he
would upon every farm which he was fortunate enough to own.
That this is not double taxation in any sense I cite another au-
thority.

In the Supreme Court Reports of the United States, volume
163, will be found the case of The United States v. Burkett.
This case arose in New York. There was an inheritance tax
in New York, and the man died and left his estate to the
United States Government. Two questions were involved. First,
was the United States a corporation exempted from the law
as it did exempt certain corporations, especially religious and
benevolent corporations; and, second, was it a tax against the
United States?

The Supreme Court, after analyzing the case, held that the
TUnited States was not exempted by the terms of the act, but
it also held that the imposition of a tax upon something before
some one else got that something was not an imposition upon the
final beneficiary.

That case is on all fours with this proposition. Until the hold-
ing company receives its income it ean not be taxed. When that
income comes to that company, it ean not be said to have been
taxed any more than the legacy was a tax against the United
States. The income is what is left after that tax has been paid.

Suppose a man should own §100,000 of stock in a railroad
company in a State where under the law the railroad company
pays its tax and then turns over to the stockholder $5,000 as
dividends earned upon this stock. The 1st day of May comes
around, when he should make his return of personal property.
If he should withhold that $5,000 from the return of his per-
sonal property upon the ground that that $5,000 has been once
taxed, he would be laughed at and prosecuted in addition. No
sane man for one moment would claim that the money which he
had received as a dividend from railroad stock, upon which the
railroad had paid its tax as a railroad company, was exempt
from further taxation in the hands of the individual simply
because it had been lessened somewhat by virtue of the fact
that the railroad company had paid its tax, That is this propo-
sition resolved into a nutshell.

Here is the larger company; here is the company which the
Attorney-General himself has branded as the sole means of
creating trusts and monopolies. It gets its income from stock
which it holds in other companies. The other companies are
taxed for what? For the facility; and this stockholder in the
dominant company must stand his share, in the last analysis, of
the tax upon the facility with which he is connected, namely,
as stockholder in the dominant or holding corporation. I am
perfectly willing, Mr. President, to submit this question to the
good sense of the Ameriean people.

Mr. President, it has been said—and I will not speak for
others—that I am not a Republican because I have had the
temerity to stand up against a bill which from one cover to
the other breathes only one purpose—not protection to Ameri-
can industries, but the absolute slaughter and abandonment of
protection whenever it serves that insatiate purpose of profit.
If that is disloyalty to Republicanism, it is not my concept of
Republicanism. If it is disloyalty to Republicanism to fight
against a proposition of this kind simply because a majority of
those who happen to be to-day in this body of my own party
support it, that is a test which I will not recognize. I do not

want to enter into partisan debate; but my concept of the
weakness of Democracy has ever been that from time im-

memorial it was a law in the autonomy of Demoeracy that the
leaders should hand down to the masses their doctrine, their
judgment, their purpose, and their policy.

As a Republican, it has been my belief that one basie principle
in the autonomy of Republicanism from the hour of its birth,
when it left its destinies to that great patron saint of the Re-
publican party, Abraham Lincoln, was that it was a party that
came together from the people; and that another basic principle
was that those whose might be in a position to be called “lead-
ers” should reflect the will of the people, rather than seek to
dominate them. That, in my judgment, is the reason why the
Republican party has more often achieved success in solving the
public questions than the party of my friends across the aisle,

That is my creed. It is not for any Senator, or for any num-
ber of Senators, to say what is the doctrine of Republicanism,
There is but one tribunal before which to try that question,
so far as I am concerned, and that is the rank and file of my
party. 1 submit the question to them confident of a triumphant
verdict, and absolutely reconciled to a cheerful acquiescence in
whatever that verdict may be.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the conference report.

Mr. BRISTOW obtained the floor.

Mr. BAILEY.  Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the
yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, the Senator from Texas took
the floor, not because he desires at this time to address the
Senate, but because he desires to delay action until other
Senators who desire to speak upon this question can have the
opportunity to do so. I understand that there has been reached
substantially, if not exactly, an agreement for a vote on this
conference report; but there are five or six Senators who desire
to address the Senate before that vote is taken. In order that
every Senator may be advised as to when the vote is to be taken,
I think it might be just as well now, as later, that some agree-
ment should be entered upon the record.

Mr. CARTER, Mr. President——

Mr. BAILEY. Does the Senator from Montana rise to inter-
rogate me?

Mr, CARTER. I rise to inquire of the Senator from Texas
as to the time which, in his opinion, it wonld be agreeable to
fix for a vote?

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield
to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I believe that by 2 o'clock on
the day after to-morrow the Senators who desire to discuss
the conference report will have said what they deem it neces-
sary to say, and, in my judgment, the Senate will then be pre-
pared for the vote.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, the Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. ArpricH] having entered the Chamber, I will forego
any further interrogatory of the Senator from Texas at this
time.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask unanimous consent that the vote be
taken upon the adoption of the conference report on Thursday
next at 2 o'clock.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I want it understood that this
does not include a vote——

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, will the Senator pardon an
interruption?

Mr. BAILEY. I want to conclude the sentence, and that is,
that this agreement or understanding does not involve what is
understood to be a supplementary proceeding, to correct an
error, because I am free to say that if we were to attempt
the correction of all errors it might take almost as much time
perhaps as was required to formulate the bill

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That would come up afterwards, would

Senator from Kansas

it not?
Mr. BAILEY., That must come after the vote on the confer-
ence report.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, will the Senator from Rhode
Island care to answer the question of whether he intends to
bring in a resolution as outlined in the press this morning?

Mr. ALDRICH. I have not seen any statement of the press
at all. There are some manifest errors in the bill that may re-
quire a concurrent resolution as to enrollment, but my present
purpose does not extend beyond that.

Mr. CLAPP. I did not know.

Mr. BACON. I should like to inquire of the Senator if there
is any precedent for any change in a bill or the terms of a bill
by a concurrent resolution?

Mr. ALDRICH. I would prefer that the Senator should ex-
cuse me from entering upon that discussion now.
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Mr. BACON. I think we ought to be upon notice as to what
extent this matter will be open, because, while there may be
some things in this bill that the Senator from Rhode Island
would like to change, there are a great many things in it that
some of the others of us would like to change. Therefore, when
we are coming to an agreement as to the disposition of this
matter, it seems to me entirely proper that we should be taken
at least into the confidence of the Senator——

Mr. ALDRICH. I should not feel like making a proposition——

Mr. BACON. I think I have the floor, and I have not yielded
fo the Senator from Rhode Island.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Texas [Mr.
BaLey] has the floor, and the Chair understood that he yielded
to the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Arprica], and the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island in turn had yielded to the Senator
from Georgia [Mr, Bacon].

Mr. BACON. Very well; if the Senator had yielded to me,
he certainly ought to allow me to complete the sentence.

Mr. ALDRICH. If the Senator will permit me, I will with-
draw the request for unanimous consent.

Mr. BAILEY. Then, Mr. President, I renew the request
that on the day after to-morrow at 2 o'clock the Senate pro-
ceed to vote on the conference report only, it being under-
stood-that the resolution, which we are advised will be intro-
dueed, is a subsequent matter, to be taken care of in its own
way. .

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Texas?

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, the senior Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. LA ForrerTe] desires to speak on this conference
report, and I do not know whether that request wonld be agree-
able to him.

Mr. BAILEY. I have been advised that the Senator from
Wisconsin has expressed his assent to this arrangement.

Mr. BRISTOW. That is satisfactory to me.

Mr. BAILEY. And before I had assented to it, I had inquiry
made of him. I want to say, however, that this only comes to
me at second hand, but I have no doubt that it is true.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, word was sent directly to

e—

Mr.' SMOOT. And also to me——

Mr. CUMMINS. That the Senator from Wisconsin is quite
willing that a time should be fixed.

The VICE-PRESIDENT.
The Chair hears no objection, and it is ordered that the vote
be taken at 2 o'clock on Thursday next.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr, President, I only desire to make a brief
statement, not a speech. The Democratic members of the
Finance Committee have in course of preparation a statement
on this bill. They went to work, together with the experts
employed upon it, immediately upon the bill being placed at
our disposal in a convenient form. From that hour, as I have
already stated to the Senate, it had been repeatedly stipulated
between the Democrats and the Republieans of that committee
that we should have one day to consider it, and then meet them
in conference, which would have been the first conference that
we were permitted to attend, although ordered by the Senate
to attend. A little child can lead a horse to water. The Senate,
with its supreme command, led all these horses to water; but
a small syndicate among them took possession of the river
and would not permit a Democratic horse to drink of the Con-
stitution and laws of this country, and compelled him by force
to disobey the command of the Senate to discharge the duties
assigned fo him.

In one respect—and I speak with the language and with the
intent of truth and justice—the Republican conferees acted with
courtesy and also with some consideration; that is to say, they
furnished to the Demoeratic conferees, that they might be able
to open with some help the side show they were expected to con-
duct, two expert accountants and clerical help—two eclerks.
These expert accountants went to work the moment on Thursday
evening that they received the intelligence that the bill could be
used for the purpose of computation. They have been inces-
santly at their work, a portion of which, including a majority of
the schedules, is now in the hands of the Public I'rinter., The
residue, it is hoped and believed, will be finished to-night, and
without some unexpected trouble we hope to-morrow to lay that
statement before you, and if there is any mind open to conviction,
we hope that mind will be affected by it.

I saw this morning in a newspaper an invented jest. It was
a statement of a reporter that the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee had said with respect to Mr. DANIEL that he had gone out
to witness the exhibition of the Wright aeroplane. Mr. DaxNigrL,
for the first time, did go out to see the aeroplane, and he saw it in
a subdued condition, in which it could not fly. He had barely got

XLIV—304

Is there objection to the request?

upon the ground, when the distinguished chairman of the
Finance Committee came in his much swifter automobile, after,
as I understand—I can only speak of things that I saw with my
eyes and heard with my ears—after making all arrangements
for the report to be immediately sent to the House of Repre-
sentatives, to which it swiftly sped, and the day which had been
faithfully and honorably pledged by the Republican conferees of
the Senate commenced at dark, in the nighttime, and ended be-
fore breakfast, without the notification which it had been stipu-
lated over and over and over again would be given.

Mr., McCUMBER. Mr, President, so little of truth and so
much of falsehood has gone out fo the country concerning the
rates of duty imposed by this taviff hill that I feel it appropriate
now, as we are about to vote upon the adoption of the conference
report, to present to fhe public a statement as concise as pos-
gible showing just what this tariff revision means.

Everywhere throughout the country we find a general belief
that the revision of the tariff all along the line has been an
upward revision. No greater error could have been published.
There have been very few raises, and those for the most part
are on articles that are least purchased, articles of luxury.
There have been very many reductions, and the reductions for
the most part are on articles that are purchased generally and
which could in no sense be declared luxuries.

Those things which the great bulk of the people
purchase generally are not luxuries. Those
things which only a small percentage of the
people can afford to purchase may be called by
that name. Applying this rule of division to
reductions and increases, we will find that the
tariff reduections will apply to goods which we

purchase of the value of . _____ $4, 051, 813, 175
The duties have been increased on goods which
we consume of the value of _________________ 878, 756, 074

In other words, the reductions are five and two-thirds times
greater than the increases on all goods, including luxuries.

Most of these advances are on imported champagnes and
other wines and liguors and other articles of luxury to the
value of $637,903,549.

Deducting the amount of wines and liquors and other lux-
uries on which a raise has been had and which are purchased
almost exclusively by the wealthy, who are able to pay the
revenues, we have the following:

Tariff decreases on goods amounting to_____________ $4, 051, 813, 175
Tariff increases on goods (other than liguors and lux-

uries) s : 240, 852, 523

The decrease outside of champagne and other liguors and
luxuries is twenty-one times greater than the increases, con-
sidering the value of the goods upon which the duties operate.

These figures stand a clear refutation to the false claim that
this tariff bill is an increase instead of a reduction of duties
on the bulk of the articles purchased by the American people.

I shall not stop to show what is the moving force that is back
of all of this erroneous literature which seeks to give to the pub-
lic so much of the false and so little of the truth. We know gener-
ally that the country press, for the most part, gets its information
as well as its inspiration from the great city press; that the press
of the large cities is supported by the heavy advertising of the
great department stores and importers; that the department
stores and importers are always on the side of the lowest pos-
sible duties, and exercise their power and influence for ever-
greater reductions. Whether the great city press is actuated
by the desire of those who furnish the advertising upon which
its financial success depends, or influenced by the growing
spirit of the day to assault everything rather than to present
a fair, simple, and plain statement, is immaterial in this case.
The fact remains that the public have been greatly misin-
formed as to the effect of this bill in increasing or reducing
rates of duty. I am not siying that there may not be some
items of duty which have not been brought down as low as
possible consistent with proper protection, but on the vast ma-
jority of things which are purchased by the people, outside of
the woolen and the cotton schedules, there has been a good,
substantial veduction, and the cotton and woolen schedules are
snbstantially the same as in the old law,

There has been a general change from ad valorem to specifie
duties. Most Senators agree that this should be done wherever
possible. 8o many frauds are perpetrated under the ad valorem
system that all countries are changing to the imposition of
specific duties wherever possible. The weakness of the specific
duty is that it does not bear equally on every grade of the
article taxed. In changing from the ad valorem to the specifie
duty, while the average may be the same, it will result in in-
creasing the duty on one grade and lowering it on another grade
of the same product.
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If, for instance, the present duty on ecloth ranging in value
from 10 to 20 cents per yard, is 40 per cent ad valorem, the
duty then on a yard of cloth worth 10 cents a yard would be 4
cents. The duty on a yard of cloth worth 20 cents would be 8
cents. But if by this bill we change from an ad valorem to a
specific duty of 5% cents a yard, irrespective of value, the duty
on a yard worth 10 cents would be 5% cents, an increase of 1%
cents a yard; and the duty on the grade worth 20 cents a yard
would be 53 cents also, or a reduction of 2% cents a yard. The
average on the class of goods imported in the greatest quantity
~might be the same as the 40 per cent ad valorem, or even lower.

1f, therefore, we select just the lowest-valued products all
through the list, we might be able to show that there has been
an increase over the Dingley rates, but if we will take the
average quality or grade purchased we may find that there has
been a reduction on one class which will more than offset the
raise on the other class. When we change from an ad valorem
to a specific duty, we must deal not in the extremes, but in the
averages.

The cotton and woolen schedules show very little change, but
even in these there has been a reduction on some of the lower-
priced goods, those which are bought by the people generally.

Mr. President, every tariff bill is the result of a compromise
between those who are insistent upon a very high and those
who are equally persistent in their demands for a low duty.
If, therefore, a tariff bill has to meet the exact demands of
every Senator and Representative, no bill could ever be passed.
During this session I have labored persistently and to the best
of my ability for free lumber, free coal, free oil, and free iron
ore, and for a substantial reduction on other articles of con-
sumption wherever that reduction could be made consistent
with proper protection.

I have not been able to secure free coal or free lumber, but I
feel that my efforts in combination with those of others have
resnlted in securing a very substantial reduction below the old
Dingley rates on these articles and on the many others in a
table which I have prepared and will insert without reading.

Mr. President, I have felt it my duty in my labors for what I
regarded as party pledges to work with the Committee on
Finance, of which I am a member. I could hope for little in-
fluence in my efforts to secure the lowest possible reduction in
the committee if T had voted against every item that did not
exactly meet my views. I voted for the bill when it was up for
final passage in the Senate. I felt that there were some rates
that were unnecessary, and hoped that the conferees might pos-
sibly bring out a better result. I have been at all times in
hearty sympathy with the President and acting and working in
Tharmony with him for lower duties upon specific articles such as
Iumber, coal, and so forth. I have not agreed with him upon the
matter of the reduction of the duties nupon hides. I would, how-
ever, not allow that little difference to place me in opposition
to the President in his efforts for general reductions. If the
Northwest and my State suffer by reason of this, I have no
doubt the President thinks we will gain an equal amount by a
reduction in the price of boots and shoes and other leather
articles upon which corresponding reductions have been or
will be made. I have much doubt of any benefits we will secure
by any reduction of the duties upon boots or shoes or leather
goods. I do not think the reductions will make the slightest
difference in the cost to the consumer, while I do think the
farmer will lose something in the price of the hides produced by
him, It may not amount to much in my State. It will amount
to much more in other of the Western States.

Now, while each Senator is at liberty to follow his own con-
viction as to what his duty is with reference to the final pas-
sage of this bill, my own judgment of my duty is, having se-
cured a bill which does substantially comply with party policy
and party pledges for downard revision, to vote for the bill, not-
withstanding the fact that I would prefer to have the duties
somewhat lower on some articles and somewhat higher on
others. I believe, for instance, that we should have main-
tained a 15 per cent duty on hides. The conferees, under the
advice of the President, have seen fit to lower that duty, and
with it they have lowered the duties on goods manufactured
from those hides.

We held the higher duties covered by my amendment on bar-
ley, and I think the conferees should have held the slight raise
on wheat. While the slight raise of 5 cents per bushel on wheat,
making 30 cents a bushel, may not be needed just at this time,
it will be needed as soon as we cease to export wheat, which
will be in a very few years.

The conferees removed all duty from hides, and to compen-
sate reduced the duties on boots and shoes and leather goods;
but at the present time those latter duties have not been low-
ered to an extent equal to the lowered duty upon the raw ma-

terial. It has, however, been agreed that this shall be done by
joint resolution.

I would have preferred the old duty on hides, or even a
higher duty; but the fact that I did not get it will not justify
me in opposing a measure which has come very close to what I
think is right and just, and brings our tariff rate in near ae-
cord with the present demand.

But, Mr. President, as the bill comes from the conferees, on
the whole I think it is less favorable to the Northwest, to the
people whom I represent, than it was when it passed the Senate,
and I believe that it ought to go back to the conference com-
mittee, and that certain errors ought to be corrected; but I am
not certain that if we should refer it back to the committee,
we would secure any bill during this legislative session,

I am especially desirous that a tariff bill be passed this ses-
sion. I know that the President desires that this Congress at
this session shall pass a tariff bill. The President fears that if
this bill is sent back to the committee of conference a further
conflict between the two houses may ensue, and we shall secure
no bill whatever at this session. I think his fears are well
founded, and I am governed in voting not to send the bill back
to conference by the earnest desire of the President to secure
action at this session.

I am certain the bill meets the demands of the people far more
than the present Dingley Act does; that while the cotton and
woolen schedules have been left substantially the same, or pos-
sibly with a few raises upon fancy articles, upon all the balance
of the goods which are purchased generally there has been a
reasonable reduction, and if I am not able to secure the entire
loaf, I am willing to take two-thirds of a loaf.

Most of the argnments made upon this bill on both sides of
the Chamber have been one-sided arguments, They have been
arguments which dealt with the extreme cases and not with
the average cases. I have tried to avoid the extreme of either
side of this tariff guestion and to weigh matters from the judi-
cial standpoint, rather than from the standpoint of an attorney
representing either side. While I am not satisfied with the bill
because of the injustice in many instances against the agricul-
turist, I would be very far from the truth and very far from
performing a just duty which I owe to the public and to my
State if I did not present the good features of this bill, though
I may criticise portions. They far outnumber and outweigh
those features which are less favorable.

I have prepared a table showing the effect of the tariff on the
things usually purchased by the people of North Dakota. We
purchase about as good as are purchased anywhere else in the
Union.

I ask that it may be printed with these remarks, that those
who wish to know how this bill affects them, and whether or
not Congress has carried out party pledges, may have the facts
before them, and may know to just what extent those pledges
have been carried out.

From it we will be able to see that on nearly all the things
we purchase there has been a reduction in the duties levied;
and in making this statement I always except the schedule of
wool and cotton goods, in which there have been little changes.

The table referred to is as follows:

Reduction on existing law of articles generally purchased.

Per cent re-
duction of ex-

Agricultural implements 3 isting tariff.
Wagons. 25
Mowers. a5
Binders. 25
Harrows 25
Drills o5
Thrashers’ machinery o5
Rakes 25
Plows 25
Cultivators 25
Planters__ o5
All other kinds of agricultural Impl ts 25

(Administrative features of bill provide for no duty
from countries not Imposing duty on American ma-

chinery

Soda, baking No change
0ll, petroleum iall duties taken off) Free
Linseed oil, all kinds____ 25
Red lead for paint 0
White lead for paint 13
T T A S e T L S i ) 20 to 48
Cement - Ne change
Ly [0 g s s e St A S D L B e o
Rockingham earthenware and china, the kind in common nse__ 28 to 33
Witidow glase, ComMMON . - o L T i ao 4 to 20
Bar iron generally used by blacksmiths_____________ G0
Steel beams and girders for bulldings (not assembled) 20
Hoop and band iron s 40
Rallroad rails__ 50
Sheet iron and steel 25
Sheet iron or steel, galvanized 23
Sheet iron, polished. o __ 2

Steel wires, varlous sizes 12 to 20
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Per cent.

Barbed wire for fence 37
Hammers, sledges, crowbars, etc 8
Bolts and nuts___ 25
Knives and forks, table, commonly used 13 to 26
Filles 5 to25
Nalls, spikes, etc. a3
Horse and mule shoes 25
Nalils, wire 20
Tacks, brads, ete 50
Rivets___ a7
Saws, hand 16
Screws. 16 to 25
Sewing machines & 14
Ty‘pewrihm 14
Ollcloths, linolenms, ete., for floors 9 to 38
Oilcloths for tables, covers, ete 40
Silks, commonly used 10
Coal, bituminous a3
Print paper a7
Hats, bonnets, ete., commonly used 20
Boots and shoes 40
Leather, sole and belting 5
Leather for shoe uppers, ete 25
gloves, xen(eit&allly ut %g
arness, saddles, etc
Cotton thread 16 to 20
Cotton cloth#ng, underwear, ete No material change
g\'nolen clothing and undearwear No material change
ugar :
Philippine r (free) 100
#ar from Iigbn 20
Other sugar. Yery slight reduction
Lumber :
Timber, round 50
Lumber, whitewood, basswood, ete S 50
All other lumber, rough sawed a7
Finished 1 side 30
Finished 2 sides 33
Finished 4 sides 30
Finished 1 side and tongued and grooved . 33
Finished 2 sides and tongued and grooved_ ____ - 33
Fence posts (free) 100
Lath 20

Shingles raised from 30 cents to 50 cents per thousand.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Finance is not here. When he is in the Chamber, I
desire to take up another feature of this bill. There have been
changes made by the conferees where there was absolutely
nothing in conference, and I note generally that wherever there
has been a surrender for the purpose of arriving at harmony
between the House and the Senate, the surrender has always
been of the agricultural interests, and in many cases, and in
two or three in particular, there has been a surrender of the
demands of the agricultural interest where there was nothing
in conference between the two Houses, where both of them had
absolutely agreed. But I desire to take that up when the chair-
man of the conference committee is present.

Mr. President, the table just referred to shows only the items
which we purchase upon which this Congress has reduced the
duties, The tariff rates on the things we produce have not
been changed from the Dingley rates, The House bill reduced
barley and barley malt below the Dingley rate, but I had both
restored to the Dingley rates in the Senate. For ready refer-
ence to those of my own State who may be interested in know-
ing what the rate of duty is on the things which we produce
in the State I have prepared another table, which I ask may
be inserted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JoaxsoN of North Dakota
in the chair). If there is no objection, leave will be granted to
print the table.

The table referred to is as follows:

Articles and rate of duty.

Barley per bushel_. $§0.30
Corn do____ $0.15
Oats. do____ 0,15
Rye._ -———— $0.10
VWheat do 0. 25
Beans do 0. 45
Onions_ e do. 0. 40
Teas_ i do____ $0.25
Totatoes ___ do. 0. 25
Flaxseed - - —ceceeuee do____ %0.25
Butter per pound.__ 0. 06
Cheese do. 0. 06
Poultry, live oY, e 0. 03
Poultry, dressed do 0. 05
Cattle, less than 1 year per head._. 2, 00
Cattle, 1 year and over-—___ do____ $3.75
Cattle valued at more than §14 per cent 7
Horses, $150 or less. per head__ $30. 00
Horses, over $150 __ —_per cent 25
Sheep, less than 1 year. —-per head__ $0.75
Sheep, over 1 year 30 .50
Milk - per gallon__ $0. 02
Eggs d

per 0. 05

Hay -- per ton.. $4.00
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. President, when the tariff bill was
being considered by the Senate, my colleague and I voted, in the
great majority of cases, for the reductions proposed. When the
woolen schedule was under consideration, it will perhaps be re-

mwembered, we voted to sustain the present rates, and to a cer-

tain extent I think my position, as well as that of my colleague,
was misunderstood.

In that connection, I wish to present and have read and made
a part of the record a joint resolution that was passed by the
legislature of the State of Seuth Dakota, by which I was elected,
upon the question of the tariff on wool, and a short comment
upon it which comes from a newspaper in the State that is not
in sympathy with the resolution, but which does state that the
resolution is in harmony with the sentiment of the State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there is no objection, the
resolution and the newspaper comment will be read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows: :

SOUTH DAKOTA AND THE WOOLEN DUTIES.
[Editorial in Sloux Falls Daily Press, Saturday, July 31, 1909.]

That Senators CrRAWFOED and GAMBLE represented the sentiment of
their constituents in opposing reductions in the duties on wool is indi-
cated by the fact that the recent South Dakota legislature adopted a
resolution asking Congress to maintain the Dingleg rates on wool. That
resolution, introduced by Representative Cable, of Lincoln County, and
known as * house joint resolution No. 17,” read as follows:

“ Whereas the foreign competition in the wool market is so strong
that the price of wool in the United States is frequently redueed below
the price of production and a great and profitable industry is erippled
therehy, and whereas it is with proper protection perfectly possible for
the farmers of the United States to not onl{ supply the entire American
demand for wool, but to as well produce large quantities for exporta-
tion : Therefore be it

“ Resolved, That the legislature of S8outh Dakota hereby petitions the
Congress of the United States to maintain the tariff upon wool in the
revision of the tariff schedules now in contemplation.”

The Press is of the opinion that the farmer could be protected with
lower duties on the manufactured products of wool. In other words,
the Press doubts if the man who buys cloth has received considera-
tion in proper proportion to that given the producer of raw wool.

However, it must be admitted that in view of this resolution of the
South Dakota legislature and the sentiment throughout the State for
which it s%eaks, nators CRAWFORD and GAMBLE were more nearly in
accord with the wishes of South Dakota on this subject than are the
views of the Press.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I should like to ask the Senator
from South Dakota whether the resolution was adopted unani-
mously by the legislature of South Dakota?

Mr. CRAWFORD. It was passed practically without opposi-
tion. I have not the actual vote, but it was passed practically
without opposition.

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. President, I do not recall the vote, but
my recollection of it is that the resolution was passed practically
unanimously. A certified copy of the joint resolution was subse-
quently forwarded here and presented. The legislature adopted
the joint resolution in February or March.

CIVIL-SERVICE EMPLOYEES FROM SOUTH DAEKOTA.

Mr. GAMBLE. I ask unanimous consent that Senate resolu-
tion No. 71 may be laid before the Senate. It is merely an
informal matter. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from South Da-
kota asks that Senate resolution No, T1 be laid before the
Senate. The resolution.will be read.

Mr. KEAN. What is the request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That Senate resolution No. T1
be laid before the Senate.

Mr. KEAN. In regard to what?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the
resolution.

The Secretary read the resolution (S. Res. T1) submitted by
Mr. Gampre July 31, 1909, as follows:

Senate resolution 71.

Resolved, That the Civil Service Commission is hereby directed to
communicate to the Senate, at the earliest practicable day, a list of the
names of those now in the service charged to the State of South Dakota,
including the city or town and the county which clerk or employee
claims as his or her residence, and the date of his or her appoirdment ;
also a statement as to the number to which said State is entitlad under
the provisions of the civil-service law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER,
sideration of the resolution?

Mr. KEAN. I do not think it ought to be considered at the
present time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made.

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. President——

Mr. KEAN. I only want to make a brief explanation.

Mr. GAMBLE. It is merely an informal matter.

Mr. KEAN, If the Senator from South Dakota has a list of
those from the State of South Dakota certified here, every other
Senator would want to have those from his State certified here.

Mr. GAMBLE. I will say that those from many other States
have made similar requests, and at this special session.

Mr. KEAN. The Senator from Jowa [Mr. CumMmIns], the
chairman of the Committee on Civil Service and Retrenchment,
is very anxious to have reported a resolution providing for an
investigation of civil-service matters. If he does not object to
this, I shall not object.

Mr. GAMBLE. There was nothing else before the Senate, so
I called up the resolution,

Is there objection to the con-
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Mr. CUMMINS. I should be very glad to have the resolution
adopted ; but if it arrested by the unanimous consent——

Mr. KEAN. Then I will notobject. I withdraw my objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is withdrawn.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr, President, I am not going to
object, but I wish to make plain the embarrassment which the
adoption of the resolution will cause some Members of the
Senate, and I want to give the understanding we had in re-
gard to the business before the Senate at the special session.
The understanding of the committee on which I had the honor
to serve was that no business other than the tariff was to be
transacted, I am not going to object to this resolution, but it
seems to me that matters of this sort ought to be deferred until
the regular session in the fall. However, if it is going to make
any material difference to the Senator from South Dakota,
the resolution ean be considered now, so far as I am concerned.

Mr. McCUMBER. I desire to suggest to the Senator from
South Dakota that I do not consider the resolution at all neces-
gary. A letter directed to the chairman of the Civil Service Com-
mission will bring the desired result at any time, without any
resolution here or going through all this red tape. I wrote
down a short time ago and had no difficulty in getting a response
just as guickly as the Senator will get it through the medium
of his resolution.

Mr. GAMBLE. I have no thought of delaying the Senate
for a moment. I was simply following the precedents made at
the present session by many other Senators in making applica-
tion for similar information.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres-
ent consideration of the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolution was considered and
agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J.
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House agrees to
ihe conference asked for by the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 11570) making appropriations to supply urgent de-
ficiencies in appropriations for the fiscal year 1900, and has ap-
pointed Mr, TAwxNEY, Mr. Symira of Iowa, and Mr. LIVINGSTON
managers at the conference on the part of the House.

Mr. ALDRICH. I move that the Senate adjourn until 12
o’clock to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 1 o'clock and 7 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday,
August 4, 1909, at 12 o’clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Tuespay, August 3, 1909.

The House met at 12 o'clock m. .

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N, Couden, D. D,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had insisted upon its amendments
to the bill (H. R. 11570) making appropriations fo supply
urgent deficiencies to appropriations for the fiscal year 1909,
and for other purposes, disagreed to by the House of Repre-
sentatives, had requested a conference with the House of Rep-
resentatives on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses, and
had appointed Mr. Hare, Mr. GArrINGER, and Mr. Cray as the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with-
out amendment bill of the following title:

H. R. 6277. An act to authorize the building of a dam across
the Savannah River at or near the mouth of Stevens Creek, be-
tween the counties of Edgefield, 8. C., and Columbia, Ga.

URGENT DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House agree to
the conference asked for by the Senate on the bill H. R. 11570,
the urgent deficiency appropriation bill.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is on the motion of the gen-
Hleman from Illinois to agree to the conference asked by the
Senate on the urgent deficlency bill

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

The Chair announced the following conferees on the part of the
House: Mr. TAwxNEY, Mr. SaarH of Jowa, and Mr. LIVINGSTON.

RECESS.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House now
take a recess until 3 o'clock.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania what that is for?

Mr. DALZELL. We expect to have the report of the confer-
eni;e m(?lmlttée oru L},jhe deficiency bill at 3 o'clock.

r. CLARK o ssouri. Then we are not going to have
tariff bill at that time? i e

Mr. DALZELL. Not to-day.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. What day will we have it?

Mr. DALZELL. Oh, I can not tell the gentleman. We-are
waiting on the Senate.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania that the House stand in recess until 3
o'clock p. m.

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

Accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 8 minutes p. m.) the House
stood in recess until 3 o’clock p. m.

AFTER RECESS.

The recess having expired, the House was called to order by
the Speaker at 3 o'clock p. m.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, if I may have the indulgence of
the House for a word. We took a recess until this time in the
hope that the conference committee on the urgent deficiency bill
would be able to report. I am informed that they will not, and
I therefore move that the House adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly (at 3 o'clock and 1 minute p. m.) the House ad:
journed until to-morrow at 12 m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting a copy of the Journal of the twenty-
fifth legislative assembly of the Territory of Arizona, was taken
from the Speaker’s table and referred to the Committee on the
Territories.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXIIT, bills, resolutions, and memorials
?flthe following titles were introduced and severally referred as

ollows : {

By Mr. HENRY of Texas: A bill (H. R. 12174) to provide
for the erection of an army and navy hospital at Marlin, Tex.—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12175) in relation to contempts of court—
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12176) in relation to restraining orders
and injunctions—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12177) to repeal an act to establish a uni.
form system of bankruptcy throughout the United States, ap-
proved July 1, 1898—to the Committee on the Judiciary,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12178) to amend the bankruptey act—te
the Committee on the Judiclary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12179) for the erection of a federal build.
ing for the United States post-office at Belton, Tex.—to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12180) for the erection of a federal build-
ing for the post-office at Marlin, Tex.—to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds, L .

Also, a bill (H. R. 12181) to establish and regulate the maxi-
mum rate of charges for the transportation of passengers by
corporations, or companies, or persons operating or controlling
interstate railroads, in part or in whole, between the respective
States of the United States, and providing penalties for the vio-
lation of the provisions thereof, and repealing all Jaws and parts
of laws in conflict therewith—to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12182) to limit the power of circuit and dis-
triet judges of the United States in issuing injunctions and re-
straining orders against state laws and state officers—to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12183) for the erection of a federal build-
ing for the United States post-office at Belton, Tex.—to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12184) to amend the act approved July 2,
1800, entitled “An act to protect trade and commerce against
any unlawful restraints and monopolies "—to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12185) for the erection of a federal build-
ing for the post-office at Marlin, Tex.—to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds. ;

Also, a bill (H. R. 12186) to establish a fish hatchery and fish
station near Waco, Tex.—to the Committee on the AMerchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 12187) relating to legal holi-
days in the States—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BARCHFELD: Resolution (H. Res. 105) providing
for a committee to be termed a Committee on Public Health—to
the Committee on Rules.
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